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Plaintiits COMPLAINT 
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-against-— 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
iJAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
(Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
liCIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
‘SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
ILAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
iService & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
‘RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and MONROE COUNTY 
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Defendants 


JURISDICTION 
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Ls ais) 16 an action for injunctive relies , 


declaratory judgment and money damages. The action arises under 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


j, the Constitution of the United States, the First, Ninth and 


| 

f 

‘Fourteenth Amerdments to the United States Constitution; Title VII 

‘of the Act of Congress known as "The Civil Riehts Act of 1964," 

/ as amended by the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, 4e 

2G. Bec0oCeystf)s under 42 U.S.C. $1903; and under fi? U.S.C. 
Tne court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 


sono and 82 U.8.C.. $2000 (4)5(2). he 


‘-:-isdiction of this court is invoked to secure protection of and 


to ass deprivation of rights secured by (a) the Fourteenth 


+ 


Amendment to the United States Constitution including the right 


L 


to equal protection of the laws, (b) 42 U.S.C. §1983, providing 


x 


for the guarantee to all persons of all wights, privileges, and 


A 


immunities secured by the Constitution and laws of the United 


States, (c) 42 U.S.C. §1981, providing for the guarantee to all 


i persons of the same rights as are enjoyed by white citizens, and 


| 
| 
f 
1, 
| 
|: 
! 


(ad) 42 U.S.C. §2000(e) et seq, providing for injunctive and other 
relief against discrimination on the basis of race, color,..sex and 
national origin in employment. 

rae Charges of discrimination have been filed with 

é certain 

the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission by/named members of 
the class. The charges were properly deferred; more than one 
hundred and eighty (180) days have elapsed since the Equal 


Employment Opportunity Commission Pook gurisdictvon over the 


charges. The United States Department of Justice has issued 


| Right to Sue Notices to those -plaintiffs....:. This action is 


i brought within ninety days of the receipt of those Right to Sue 


i Notices on October 14, 1975. Copies of those Right to Sue 


' Notices are attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A. 


3 Plaintiffs pring this action on their own 
“¢ 


behalf and on behalf of otner persons similarly situated pursuant 


i toc Rule 23(b)(2) and’ 23(0)(€3) of the Federal Rules Of (Cawai: 


Procedure. 
PARTI 
y. Laintare Ulrvin “Gal ds a: sb ieck 
United States and a resident of the State of New 
2t 169 Earl Street, Rochester, 


3s been emoloyed by 


Planet & arp Lee la 
and a resident of the State of 

50 Elmdorf Avenue, Rochester; New York. He 
iployed by defendants since September of 1963. 


Piaintiff Katherine Har 


2) 
ey 


H the United States end a resident: of the f New She 


| presently resides at 400 Wellington Avenue, Rochester, New York. 
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She is and has been employed by defendants from 1954 until 1958 
and from 1964 to the present. 
ae Palatal Magee: a 3 s a black 
the United States and a resident of the State of New 
presently resides at 187 Menard Drive, Rochester, New York. 
is and has been employed by defendants from 1948 to 1955 and 
from 1962 to the present. 
Bs Plaintiff Cnarles Campbell is a black bdneh 
ef the United States and a resident of the State of New York. He 
presently resides at 22A Ripley Street, Rochester, New York. He 


is and has been employed by defendants since 1963. 


9. Plaintiff Inez Page is a black citizen of the 
United States and a resident of the State of New York. She 
presently resides at 255 West Squire Drive, Rochester, New York. 
She is and been @mployed by defendants since November 1973. 
Dorothy Dobson is a black citizen of 
States and a resident of the State of New York. She 
resides at 524 Rockingham Street, 
bv defendants 


Ravella 


resident of 
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Plaintiff Inez Charles isa black ‘catizen of the 

a pesident of the State’ or New York. She 
Stréet) ‘Rochester, New York. 
is and has been employed by defendants since O56. 

13s Plaintarf Evelyn Fairwell is a Dlack citizen of 

the United States and a’ resident of the State of Ne 
Pesides) ab\3 Fishy Square , ster. New York. 

n employed by defendants since 

Le. Plaintiff Alice’ Zealy is 
United States and a resident of the State of New York. 

t presently resides at l2 Bobrich Drive, Apt «= #55) Rochester, S 
York. She is and has been employed by defendants since October 
of 1960. 

AMSA Plaintiff George Holmes is a citizen of the 
United States of American Indian heritage and a resident of the 
State of New-York. He presently resides at 141 South Fitzhugh 
Street, Rochester, New York. He is and has been employed by 
defendants since 1969. 


LG. Plaintiff Enoch Morrison is a black citizen of 


the United States and a resident of the State’ of New York. He 


presently resides at 173 ewis Street, Rochester, New York. He 


is and has t2en employed by defendants since POT As. 
ce Piaintifef Ruby Sieekusi4 AS a black G€igizen of 
the United States and a resident of the State of iNew: Yorids) she 
presently resides at O06 Cuba) Place, Rochester, ew York. 
and has been employed by defendants since 1969. 
15) a Diack wele teen 
the) United States and a resident s State of) New York. 
Rochester, New York. 


since 1969. 


Plaintiff’ Betty Jo Travis is a black citigen of 


“ the United States and a resident of the State of New York. She 


presently resides at 775 Arnett Boulevard, Rochester, New 


- She is and has been employed by defendants since 1967. 
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20. Plaintirfr Dorotny Latham is a black citizen. of 
the United States and a resident’ of tne State of New York. Sne 
presently resides at 49 Villa Street, Rochester, New York. She. 
is and has been employed by defendants since 1969. 
245 Plaintiff’ Luther Rebinson 15 a black citizen 
the United States and a resident of the State of New York. 
presently resides at 400-A Chatham Gardens, Rochester, New-York. 
is and has been employed by defendants since March of i971. 
Co Plaintiff Eladia Fuentes is a Spanish surnamed 
the United States and a resident of the State of New 


presently resides at 30 Baird Street, Rochester, New 


ig’ and has been employed by defendants since January, 


234 Plaintarfr Velma Willtams is a bkack citizen of 
the United States and a resident of the State of New York. She 
presently resides at 114 Aberdeen Street, Rochester, New York. 
She is and has been employed by defendants since July 1969. 


Due PLAINEIPE Dolores: Allen is a black citizen of 


| the United Si and a resident of the State of New York. She 


| presently resides at 30 Blue Avocado Lane, Rochester, New York. 


Sne is and has been employed by defendants periodically Since 


£ 


Vavdan Silas is 2° pDlackicLbagzen on the 
of New York. She 


Rocnester,New York. she 
> 


2 1 ey 2 e re > ny a 
is and has been emoloved by dervernctar since 1966. 


26. Plaintiff Beatrice Hill is a black citizen of 


States and a resident of the State of New Yok. 


' Presently resides at 396 Waring Road, Rochester, New York. 


; applied for employment with defendants in May, 1970 and in 


i; Januar 1973 and was denied employment on both occasions. 
ot 2 iz 


21s Plaintiff Sicna Mathews is a black citizen of 


the United States and a resident of the State of New York. She 


i: 
at 
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ii presently resides at 86 Atlantic Avenue, Rochester, New York. She 


iis and has been employed by defendants since 1971. 


28: Plaintiff Annie Hicks is a black citizen of! the 


United States and a resident of the State of -New York. She 


presently resides at 49 Winterset Drive, Rochester, New York. She 


is and has been employed by defendants intermittently since 1958. 
29. Plaintiff Harriet Weatieds is a black eltizen | 
of the United States and a resident of the State of New York. 
She presently. resides at 579 Norton Street, Rochester, New fork... 
She is and has been employed by defendants: since 1969. ) 
30. Plaintiff Linda Gaffney is a.white citizen of 
the United States and-was a resident of the Seas of New York 


until September 1975. She presently resides at 1518 Allerton 


i Street, Kent, Ohic. She was employed by defendants from 1970 


Until September, 1975. 


a1. Plaintiff Grace Rutherford is a black citizen 


| of the United States and was a resident of the-State of New York 


until April, 1975. She presently resides at 3174 Mangum Lane , 


Atlanta, Ceorgia. She was emoloyed by defendants from 1960 


until March of 1975. 


: 
| 


Be. Pletnucarr Doréevna Diges 1S a black eitigen of the: 


o 


State of New York. She 
» Rochester, New York. 


1969. 


tiff Stella Holmes McDonald is a black 
; citizen the United States and a resident of veer of New 
: York. rest esides at 166 Breck Street, Rochester, New 
‘York. 1e t aye fendants From 1970 until May, 1975. 
Plaintiff Daisy Mae Banks is a black citigen 


and a resident of the State of New York. She 


i presently resides at 47 Winbourne Road, Rochester, New York. She 


ii is and has been employed by defendants since 1971. 
35% Plaintiff Michelle Cournoyer 1s a white citizen 
of the United States and a resident of the State of New York. She 
‘presently resides at 9 School Lane, Pittsford, New York. (She wad 
| employed by defendants from 1969 until January, 1974. 
36. Luz Martinez is a Spanish-surnamed citizen of’ 
the United States and a resident of pee State of New York. She’ 
' presently resides at 28 Hoeltzer Street, Rochester, New York. ‘She 

is and has been employed by defendants since October, 1970. 

ST Marie Ware is a black citizen of the United 
States and a resident of the State of New York. - She presently. 
resides at 12 Ludwig Park, Rochester, New York. she is and — 
been employed by defendants since 1969. 

38. Alberta Ferguson is a black citizen of the United 
States and a resident of the State of New York. She 
resides at 144 Clintwood Court, on E, Rochéster, New York. She 

been employed by defendants since 1971. | 


39. Sadie Jonnson isa black citizen the United 


resident of the 
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ho. Upon information and belief, the defendant, 
onroe County Department of Social Services, is a department of 
‘the County of Monroe, political subdivision of the State of New 


ib 

| 

Upon information and belief, James Reed is the director of | 
| defendant, Monroe County Department of Social Services and } 
5 servant and/or employee of Monroe County, political su 

i division of the State of New York. soot information and belief, 
i defendant Monroe County Civil .Service Commission is a department ° 
and/or subdivision of the. County of Monroe government. Upon 
information and belief, the defendant, Office of Civil Service 
ij and Personnel of Monroe County, is a department and/or subdivision 
of the government of Monroe County.: Upon information end beiler . 
| defendant Fred Lapple, is the Executive Director of the Office of 
; Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County. Upon information 
{and belief, defendant Gabriel Russo, is the Director of Human 
Resources, a department and/or division of the County of Monroe 


government. Upon information and belief, the County of Monroe 


iis a political subdivision of the State of New York. Defendants 


|, 
| 
} 
{ 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| are employers within the meaning of Title VII of the Civil Rights 


ener 


Act of 1964 as amended in 1972. 
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Plaintiffs bring this action Dursuant \t 


Se ao Ae and 23(b)(3) of the Federal Rules of Civit 


on behalf of themselves and all other persons similarly 


« 


r 


‘fhe class represented by named plaintiffs consists 

persons who have been employed, are e ployec igh evemo loved): 
or have made application to he employed and. who because of the 
illegal discriminatory practices alleged herein have been denied 
employment and/or advancement Opportunity within the Monroe County 
* Department of Social Services. The term "minority" ineludes all 

| persons who are not of caucasian (white) race or of Anglo-Saxon 
national OPLei ns 

42. The class of plaintiffs set forth in paragraph 

i 41 is so numerous that joinder of all the members is impractical. 


: There are questions of law and fact common to the class, namely 


i the legality of defendants' employment practices which have had 


; and continue to have the effect of discriminating against persons 
oo the basis of race, color, s lao aes: 
‘the representative parties are typical of the claims of the class. 

i; A common relief is sought. Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately 
protect the j rests of the class. The defendants have recied 
and continue acl, Or have refused to act, on f#rounds Benerally 
applicable to the entire elags: ? 

Common questions predominate over any 
individual memoe 
1 


are arrast lah fo a y yee 
of (aval lage  Mecrods 


LLG aS Loren ars controversy . 


Se ms 5 ee ONT 


nopecarm mn Ane 
SeMeaNT OF CASE 


tf 
ts 


: nis is a proceeding to enforce the rights of 
“the plaintiffs and members of their class to equal employment 


"opportunities. Plaintiffs seek employment, training, promotions 


j pts re 
;and advancement opportunities within the Monroe County Department 


:Of Social Services. Plaintiffs seek damages, back-pay and 


‘employee benefits for themselves and for members of their class 


{ 
‘ 
$ 
iy 
’ 
: 


'by reason of the illegal acts of the defendants. Plaintiffs seek 


jan injunction restraining the defendants from. maintaining a | 
Hi a 
! 
i 


ice, policy, custom or usage of: 
(a) Discriminating against plaintiffs because 


» color, sex and national origin with respect to 


i (b) Limiting, segregating and classifying 


employees of defendant Monroe County Department of Social Services 
t, * 
i 


in ways which deprive the plaintiffs of employment opportunities 


ya 


|: 
land otherwise adversely affect their status as employees because 
fot 


vace, S@x, cOlOr OF mational origin. 


. 
, 


; 2>fendants have consistently and eli aie 


Ph ease P ee ‘ : e 
‘limited and deprived potential and present employees of the Monroe 


“County Department of Social Services on the basis of race, color, 
and national origin, of thelr rients suaranteed toa. them under 
United States Constitution and federal law 10 GBhe intent 
design both directiy and indirectly of festering and protecting 


oO 


i 

H 

| 

| 

' 

} 

4 
advancement f waite employees, to the detriment of minority | 
employees. | 

ae 


! 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
! 
| 
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PACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 


46. fhe defendants maintain a policy and practice 
ot discriminating azainst their minority employees, includin 
plaintiffs herein, by virtually excluding them from certain job 
classifications, > wit., those job classi fiedtiona of managerial 
and policy-making levels with high pay and status. Job 
Classification determines the rate of pay an employee receives, 


as well as professional status and benefits. Minority employees, 


including plaintiffs herein, are classified to lower Job class— 


ifications and receive lower rates of pay than white employees, 


particularly white male employees, who perform the same or 
similar duties or responsibilities and who possess the same or 
lesser professional training and competence. 

AY. The defendants discriminate ag ainst the plaintic 


and other persons similarly situated by maintaining a policy, 


practice, custom and usage of paying minority employees less than 
their white counterparts, particularly white males, when the 
education, skill and professional competence of the minority 
employees equals or exceeds the education, Skill and competence 
of the white employees engaged in the same or similar work. 

ne, Tne defendants maintain a policy, practice and 
usage of recruitment for employees’ which is directed to seeking 
and hiring only whites, particularly white males, for the best-— 
paying, career-oriented jobs while seeking and hiring minorities, 


ineluding Dlaintitis herein, tor lower payine jobs with Little 


> 


ys 


or no career and advancement prospects. 
Gefendants maintain @ policy, practice , 
excluding minorities, including p 
IP opport 


‘40n the equivalent or less 
H e 


tion and skills are enrolled and are 
commencement of their employment or during 
their employment. 
aC Tne defendants discriminate 
plaintiffs and other minority employees by maintaining a policy, 
i: practice, custom and ie of promotion whicn is directed to 
seeking and promoting only whites, particularly white males, for 


tne best-paying 


©Q>5 


career-oriented jobs, when the education, skill 
and professional competence of minority employees equals or 
exceeds the education, skills and competence of the white 
employees promoted. 


ile The defendants discriminate against the plaintiffs 


$ 


and other minority employees by maintaining a policy, practice, 


custom and usage of transferring employees which is directed to 
3 : 
seeking and transferring only whites, particularly white males, 


for the best-paying, career-oriented jobs when the education, 


x 


skill and professional competence of the minority employees 


equals or exceeds the education, skill and competence of the white 


. 


employees transferred. 
The defendants discriminate against the plaintiffs 


and other d employees by maintaining a policy, practiace, 

denying its minority employees titles, pay 

status to vich they are entitled by virtue of their 
performances, background and exper ience. This title, 

pay and stecus is given to white employees, particularly white 


males. 


and other 


employces receive jobs whtle 


job opportuniti 


2 bm 
? TT. 
a 5 ce 


iminate ag 
aintaining 
Prot 
opportunities by making provisional appointments " Whites, 
particularly white males 
job training prior to being tested for pevmanent appointments; 
minorities are not given these same jorbunities The 
appointments fr wnites have 


“ yo 
U 


thout their being 


direct violation of law. 

5 The defendants discrimi. ate against the plaintif 
and other minority employees .by maintaining a policy, practice, 
custom and usage > varying job standards and/or qualifications 
to accomodate employment for white employees, particularly white 
males, but not extending the same accomodation to prospective 
minority employees. 

56. The defendants discriminate against the plaintiffs 
and othe nin employees by maintaining a policy, practice, 
custom and usage of using subjective evaluation pr 
judging 


employment opportunities for white 


males, and excludes employment opportunities for minority 


employees. 


ainins 
job of 


EAouUS: er 


defendants discriminate against the 


minority employees by maintaining a policy 


|, practice, custom and usage of using word-of-mouth recruitment for 


positions chereby enhancing ensloyment opportunities for wiites. 


opportunities. 


= 


inate against the : 


particularly white males, and excluding minorities from such 
i 59. Tne defendants discri 
| plaintiff's and other minority employees by maintaining 2 policy, 
| practice, custom and usage of appointing wees Vereen y | 
woibtbe) males, for jobs from civil service Lists not related ta the 
job and thereby emene tae the employment opportunities of white 
employees tile excluding minorities from those opportunities. 
60. The defendants discriminate against the : 
plaintiffs and other minority employees by maintaining @ policy, 
practice, custom and usage of giving white employees, particularly | 
white males, travel monies and opportunities to Treoresent the 
defendants at meetings and conferences while denying those 


opportrrnities to min “ty employees. 


61. The ‘Yendants discriminate against the 
plaintiffs and other minority employees by maintaining a policy, 
i practi e custom and usage of feabeeane an atmosphere in the 
employment Situation which 1s calculated tO harass, embarrass . 


umiliate and thereby cause the minority employees to “keep 


his/her place." 


Ae FoR een Samet eA te 


62. The defendants diseriminate aszainst th 


(D 


o 


plaintifis and other minority employees by Maintaining a yvoliscy, 


practice, Custom and usage of Pelallauing against their minority 
employees for camp laining Of Lillesal employment practices .- 


a or ee Pe 9. gy i) Se le ad 2 * poo Bie i - ak - oe a 
63. ame Gelendancs Giscraminate aeainst plaintifrs 


cae ae a OE) me tN yt tem ee ee ee ee 


rsonne! So Bhat olack 


work with black clientele and white personnel work with 
“nice elientele and Spanish surnamed personnel work with Spanish 


surnamed entele, rather than assigning its personnel on the 


discriminate against the 
plaintiffs and other minority employees by maintaining a policy, 
| Practice, custom and usage of ekcluding’ 108 minority employees 
from participation in statutorily mandated procedures for 
eliminating employment iit and ignoring suggestions 
of AUS minority en eee for the elimination of employment 
discrimination. 

65. Plaintiff Irvin Gill is and has been employed by 
defendants since May of 1959. Plaintiff Gill is a fully’ qualified 
end trained Social worker; he has 2 Master" Ss Degree one sama’ years 
Of practical Experience. He-has sought and continues to seek 
advancement in his employment with the dePeonteube. 

66. Plaintiff Gill passed the civil service exam 
for general case supervisor in September of 1971 and was ranked 
third on the list of appointment to the position. A white seredn: 

‘ who ranked fourth on the list was appointed to the position over 


Mr. Gill notwithstanding that, on information and belief, his 


education, skills and background were not equal to those of 


OlLaineTIT Gili. "Plain ars Gia nas been consistently denied 
employment none peumeeied with defendants. 

ae Plnintiff Gill has been denied leave of absence 
from the defendant Monroe County Department. of Social Services, 
contrary bo tne poliey of the defendant 

plainbiff Gill'’s.race.and in retaliaci oo ; ving complained 
Of enoloyvnent agiscriminacion. i@ Ge St fF had: to resien for 


2 ~ ica 
a year in 


Solely because of the employment discrimination 
alleged heretofore, plaintiff Gill has been 
mpensation, terms, conditions and privileges of 
employment and he has been retaliated against by the defendants 
for having comolained of that employment discrimination. 

69. Plaintiff Robert Zieglar is and has been 
employed by defendants since September of 7963.. Plaineirr : 
Zieslar 18 a fully quaiified and trained social worker; he has a 

. BS. Degree, one semester of graduate school, and many years of 
i practical experience. He has sought and continues to seck 
advancement.in his employment with defendants. 

70,  .In. 1960 plaintire Zieglar was given the Gawty 
created position of WIN (Work Incentive) Kounaanaues and poeea 

: the civil service examination for the: position. Despite his great 
success with the program, in Geoanbew wf LOfL plaancLir Zieglar 

i} was demoted to the position of senior case worker with & a@eareued 
in pay. Im April of 1972 a white person with teed experience and 
a tower civil service classification than plaintiff Zieglar was 
named to coordinate the WIN program. On information and belier., 
in the spring of 1973 this person was terminated and another whats 

: person who was also less qualified than plaintiff idea was 

i imamed WIN coordinator. 

(Age Shortly after plaintiff Zieglar filed his 
complaint of employment discrimination against the defendants with 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and with the New York 
State Division of Human Rights, defendants retaliated 
plaintiff by siving Alm an exceedingly low evaluation 


performance: 


| 
| 


been retaliated against by the defendants j 
employment discrimination. 
Katherine Harris is and has been 
employed by defendants from 1954 until 
present. VAIN? Harris isa fully qualified and trained social: 
worker; she has a college degree and many years of practical 
experience. She has sought and continues to see 
ner employment with the defendants. 
Th. Pleaintifir Harris passed the civil service exam— 
| ination for senior case worker in 1965 but was unaole to take the 
examination for supervisor until educational requirements were 


e¢haneed an Lo7e. Pleaintirr Harris passed the civil service 


examination for supervisor when she was first allowed to take it - 


in 1974 and was appointed a probational supervisor in June of 

1975s. Were it not Lor the requirement that a Master's Degree had 
i been erent before taking the supervisor's examination, | 
i; plaintiff Harris would have long ago been given tne beoeceniey 

to advance. Plaintiff Harris has always had eeneivens eiehawktons 
The educational requirement operated to exclude qualified minoritd s 
from supervisory positions. 

ae Solely because of the employment discrimination 
of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff aeeades has been 
denied equal compensdtion, terms, conditions, and privileges of 
employment. 
tiff Marie Fitzhushn 1S and has 


fendants from 1946/to' 1955 and. from 1962 to the 


and trained 


Sc er ec ese esate neem by snr ans nrecmenon ean Tannen 6 nuenieengerentinssaae-ewsnsiaionratandtunialerevtnipenheninniesas depegbo renin sie ten westne-tew Src Sra mar ata iter men otter pce esha 


ees Plaintiff Fitzhugh has continually been deni 
advancement, despite ner success in passing 
service examinations which she has taken. 
she passed the supervisor's examination; she was .the only 
non-white to pass examination of the eight persons who 
qualified. All those persons except plaintiff Fitzhugh were “eee 
offered positions as supervisors, including the one person below 
ner on the eligibility list. Plaintiff Fitznugh thereafter 
filed a discrimination complaint With the Stave pieeeten tot Human 
; Rights on May 28, 1965. 
73. th 12966 plaintifr Fitzhugh was appointed case 
, work supervisor. She has since been given no further opportunity 
for upward advancement into administrative PSs With the 
defendants, despite passing all examinations and despite 
repeated requests for this opportunity. Plaintiff Fitzhugh 
fiied a disevinination complaint with the Stete Division of Human 
Rights on August 23, 1973 charging discrimination on the basis of 
race, color and sex. 
79. Subsequent to filing this complaint, Ms. 


Fitzhugh was harassed by Mr. James Reed, Director of Monroe 


County Department of Social Services, in April of O74 in an 


attempt to show plaintifir's inadequate supervision and her 

inability to perform as supervisor in.a higher ganacity.. Derend— 
ants have continued to deny plaintiftT Fitzhugh opportunities for 
advancement solely because of her race and sex and in retaliation 


for her having complained of employment di t ation.) Pla 


Piechugh filed a comp) Aint With tne: St of Human 


my 


have given plaintiff Fitzhugh unfourded low job evaluations 


and have Tail to notify her of vacancies in administrative 

i positions. They refused to seek a second extension of the 

“ administrative caseworker list on which plaintarr Fitzhugh had ba 
1 passing ratine. 

Gi. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
i of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Pitehweh has been 
' denied equal compensation, terms, conditions and privileges of 

' employment and she has been retaliated against by defendants for 


i having complained of that employment .discrimination. 


G2. Plaintiff Charles Campbell is and has been 


employed by defendants since 1963. Plaintiff Campbell rs. a fully 


| qualified and trained social worker}; he has a Loster’s Degree and 
! many years oe preeaiead experience. He has eens and Sopetunes 
to seek advancement in his employment with the Aerenent 5. 

83. Plaintiff? Campbell has continually carried 
large caseloads and responsibilities for which he has not been 
i given credit and salary. When he returned to the Department of 
Social Services in May, 1968 after one year Leave or absence’. for 
praduate school, he should have been given a title and salary of 
special caseworker. He was not given the promotion -to which he 
was then entitled until: he protested to, the gurenaaube:: He was 


Vas requested not to return, Fa 


On his return to defendants with his 


“oo 
a ee 


Camobell should have been offered a Supervisory 
instead he was assigned as a casevorker. Plaintirr 
1 provcested to defendants and was thereafter given a 
' provisional Supervisory appointment. 
85. When plaintiff Campbell did not pass the 
: supervisors exam, he was demoted to special caseworker despite - 
lent work performance as supervisor. He was subsequently 
1 offered supervisory jobs, with caseworker pay. 
86. In August, 1975, plaintiff Campbell was given a 


i; provisional appointment as Coordinator of Community Services and 


‘was asked to head the Affirmative Action Committee for the Monroe 


‘County Department of Social Services. Plaintiff Campbell is” 
recognized as having strong qualifieations and skilis,. yet he has 
. been denied Salary and title due him. No annual evaluations of 
i his work have been done by defendants and aside from his detest 
; appointment, plaincire Campbell has not been given the provisional 
which are given to white employees. 
Ls Solely because of the employment discrimination 
|; alleged heretofore, plaintiff Campbell has been denied equal 
! compensation, terms, conditions and privileges of employment. 
eo. Plaintiff Inez Page is and has been employed by 
| qurenddnte Since November, 1973. Plaintaftt has sought and 


-continues to seek advancement in her employment ith defendants. 


Social Services by the WIN (Work In@entive) orogram 


1971 to be trained until there was ¢ for wi 


~ 


2 - 3 OL. ae tice’ = - ~3 157} Ww :) fs ey : 
pe hired. She was n hired by defendants 


. is Day wes Ve 
Novender 5 Lee 


eee aera gee cy en net 
ae Se eS RN <A SL NE RL AE ALO ttn eee eRteN Etna ny ty e-reference heen ng nonitrnesren neh atpenynsint ttt 
. i . . ena 


LoaVe 


setved no vacation pay or sick pay and did not accrue seniority. 
ople were hired for the position ot caseatiue 
bypassed. 
Ciff Pace ws “pres Y a caseaide. 
has had this same position since the beginning. of her employment 
not been evaluated annually nor has she 
been given annual increments in salary. Other employees are 
evaluated annually and given regular salary increments. 
Page has no opportunity to advance; sne cannot take the caseworker! 
examination because, on information and belief, the defendants 
« requi 6. that caseaides first work for five years before being 
allowed to take the caseworker ex a ae 
91. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
i of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Page has been 
: 


: denied equal compensation, terms, conditions. and privileges of 


!! employment. 


92. Plainteite Dorothy Dobson is and has been 


employed by defendants since 1958. Plaintiff Dobson is a fully 


- qualified and trained social worker; she has a college degree and 


many years of practical experience. She has sought and continues 
so seek advancement in ner employment with defendants. 
93. Plaint iff Dobson had been a caseworker ever 
since the commencement of her employment with the defendants until 


she was given a provisional appointment to senior easeworker in 
held additional supervisory responsibilities} 
throughout her employmenc WlEnoit eddivionsl compensation. She di 


not pass the senior caseworxer examination and thererore doe 


senior caseworker. Until ner 


twelve years. 

Plaintiff Dobson has been given little opportunity for advancement 
by defendants despite her strong record and her proven ability to 
handle supervisory responsibilities. 

gl. io he! because of the employment discrimination 
of defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Dobson has been 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of- 
employment. 


O5i. Plaintiff Ravella Floyd is and has been employed 


by defendants since 1949. Plaintiff Floyd is a fully qualified 


and trained social worker; she has a college degree and many years 


of practical experience. She has sought and continues to seek 
advancement in her employment Wiel tke defendants. | 
96. In spite of plaintiff Piega?s excellent work 
record with the Department of Social Services, in 1972 on 
information and belief, Mrs. Floyd's supervisor, Iris Nusbaum, 
tried to have her demoted. Ms. Floyd protested to the Director 
of the Monroe County Department of Social Services and to the 
County Manager in order to prevent her demotion.- On information 
and belief, plaintiff Floyd was harassed by her supervisor because 
of her race~ 
Plaintiff Floyd has since passed the caseworker 
supervisor examination and has been designated a casework super-— 
visor. Were it not for tne discrimination at the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services plaintiff Floyd would have 
earlier tnan I75 On information and 
poswe Lon 
eredits vovard 


r 


£0 Kees ithout 2a graduate degree 


wat i 
OuUe 9. 


rf 


eter be nen es ee: RO RE ee NS A a ER 


because of the employment discrimination 


; a5 


of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Floyd has been 


2 


. denied equal compensation, terms, conditions ana privileges of 


| 
| 

99. Plaintiff Inez Charles is and has been emp 
by defendants Since 1956. Plaintiff Charles 16 a fully qualified | 
and trained social worker with many years of practical eee re 
: She has sought and continues to seek advancement in a nape, 
:with the defendants. ; | 
| 
LOG. Plaintiff Charles has been a caseworker ever singed 


the commencement of her employment with the defendants. -She has 


,; not passed the senior caseworker examination because it is not 


' related to the required job skills. Plaintiff Charles has always 
; had very good evaluations yet aas been denied promotional 
' opportunities. She has no possibility for advancement in. salary 


and title unless she can pass an examination which is, on 


LOL. Solely because of the employment discrimination - 
| of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaiatire Charles has been | 
| denied equal compensation, terms, conditions and privileges Or 
i employment. 
LUZ. Plaintiff Evelyn Vaipwell is and (Has bean 
employed by defendants since 1969. Plaintiff Fairwell has over 
i two years worth of credits toward a eeuiees degree. -She has sough 
and continues to seek advancement in her employment with the 
defendants. 
Carved ac 
Social Servi 
PrOMISSi 2 300 bY She CouNLy Gn cempl etl f S. ns; 


Verlod., Pleingiss). Poel Se aoe eae vin her education 


i 
, information and belief, discriminatory and unvalidated. 
| 
i 
' 
| 
| 
| 
! 
{ 
i 
5 
I 
i 
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while working, | Chere was little opportunity for her to pursue 

|, her education with vay while employed. She took some courses on 

her own time in the evenings sne was able to take one course in 
he Monroe County Department of Social -Services 

Wnen plaintiff Fairwell requested 

the opportunity to : he ich course, she was told by 

' Donala Shulman of Staff Development that it might be "too much": 

for her to handle. On information and belief, Mr. Shulman the: 

i; encouraged a white person to take the course. 


104. Plaintiff Fairwell had been a caseaide since the 


commencement of her employment with defendants until a promotion 


i to "temporary" caseworker, effective October aT. 1975. She has 

| always had excellent evaluations and until recently was not allowed 
to take the caseworker examination because she did not have a 
eOllege degree. When the requirements were recently changed, 

} plaintirr Puivnels took and passed the examination for caseworker. 

Fairwell has been long denied the possibility of aye 
increase in salary and title because of qualifications which 
; operate to exclude minority employees from advancement with 
defendants. 

LOS. Solely because of the employment’ discrimination 
of the defendants. alleged heretofore, plaintiff Pairwell has beer 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 
employment. 

106. laintiff Alice Zealy is and has been employed 
by defendants since 19 aintit?t gealy is a fully qualified 
and trained social workers. she has a college dearee and many 


has souzht and eontinues to 


with defendants. 


| 
TOT: Plaintiff’ Zealy had been a caseworker ever sinoerit 
commencement of her employment with the defendants until 
& . WAS provisionally appointed to senior caseworker in 
She has so far been denied the opportunity to advance 
permanent position of senior caseworker because She has been 
unable to pass the examination for senior caseworker. On 
\’ information and belief this examination is unrelated to job skills 
demanded and has a discriminatory impact ‘on minority employees of 
| defendants. On information and belief there has been no senior 
! caseworker examination offered for the last four years. 
108. Plaintiff. Zealy has always received very good 
+t 
} evaluations. She is nonetheless denied opportunities for advance-— 
iF 
nite caseworkers. For instance in the fall ar 1974 


nok mployees chosen to go to a conference in sie biid New York 


‘on foster care were all white. The person chosen over Ms. Zealy 


= less time with the Department of Social Services and less time 
¢ i 


with foster care work than had Ms. Zealy. 


109. Solely because of the emoloyment discrimination 
lof the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Zealy has been 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions and privileges of 


remployment. 


LO Plaintiff George Holmes is and has been employed 


1 
[ 
, 


‘by defendants since 1969. intiff’ Holmes has a college degree 


‘and most of the necessary’ Credits for his Master's Degree and 


r 
i] 


Doctorate Degree. He has sought and continues to seek advanceme 
defendants 
employment with 


. cerendants tnrough tne "New reer POSr an The participants 


LOC 


mation and belief, the county initially defaulted in its 


t x 


arter organized protests by the trainees, jobs were 


Ce 


nade available Plaintiff Holmes joined the Denartment of Social 


Services as saseaide On information and belief, approximately 


96% Of the caseaides were minority persons. On information 
: and is 
belief, the caseaide position was/one of the lowest paid p 


a , ‘ ple eae : 
“in the Monroe County Department of Social Services. 


{i 
i Lid. Plaintiff Holmes has been denied opportunities to 
i} 


i pursue his education which are given to white employees. In order 


to continue his education, plaintiff Holmes had to become a part- 
‘i Fs 

}: i 

ijtime employee of the defendants in January, 1971. Mr. Holmes 
‘then requested educational leave with pay and was told he could 


inot be included in the quota of staff who were going to school 


,with pay. Mr. Holmes then requested educational leave without 


.pay and was again turned down. He was told to vesign and that a 
Sition would be available for him when he completed his 
Mr. Holmes did resign in December er 2971: 
ciate’s Degree in June, 29fe He wes 


i told no jobs were available. Mr. Holmes therefore continued his 
i 


‘education and returned the following year with his Bachelor's 


“required only a high school diploma. Mr. Holmes 
E sceuitiiet his Master's Degree and Doctorate Degree on his own time. 
i: “ 

In May of 1975 he applied for educational with pay and was 
‘ amndea mH information and belie? in July 


DeVSONS 


“background exoerience 


information and belief, was not better qualified. yo 

1A. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
: OF the defendants alleged heretofore, plaint 
" denied equal compe rsation., terns, conditions 
employment 

Plaintiff Enoch Morrison is and has been employed 

“by defendants since 1971. Plaintiff Morrison has Sought and 
; continues sek advancement in his employment with defendants. 
Plaintiff Morrison began work with the defendants 
under the Work Experience Program (WEP) in June, 1971. Plaintiff 


at 


' Morrison worked as a file clerk until November 15, 1972 when he 
was hired by defendants on a permanent basis as a caseaide. 

i However, defendants insisted that plaintiff sontiaue his job 

| responsibilities as a file clerk, despite plaintiff's request for 
‘a transfer to assume the responsibilities called for in his gob 
 estre. On intoenatsci and belief, plaintiff Morrison was 

! continually told there were no openings for him as a easeaide. 
Li]. In March, 1974 plaintiff Morrison oo transferred 


to the Waiting Room. He was still unable.to have contact with 


clients’ problems or work with a caseworker directly doing any 


sort: of field work: He therefore complained of this diseriminatio 


to the Equal Employment Opport bunity COMMISSion. Pilaintiry 
Morrison is still: being denied his proper job classification, 
salary, and the opportunity for transfer and promot ion. 

, of the employment disecr 
OL the Cer 
denied eaus 
emo loyment 


waving Coro! 
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1t9. Pigintirr Ruby Blackwell G6 and nas been 
employed by defendants since 1969. Plaintiff Blackwell has 


aa 


Sought and continues to s 2cvancement in her employment with 


120. Plaintiff Blackwell has been 4 caseaide since 
the commencement of her employment with the defendants.- She 
has not been given job responsibilities aati opportunities of 
which she is capable. Plaintiff Blackwell has been assigned. 
whatever chores need be done and has not been given a structured 
learning program which could have allowed her opportunity Lor 
advancement. 
121. Plaintiff Blackwell has not been fSivern the 


opportunities to finish h«» education which are Biven to white 


employees of defendants. Plaintiff Blackwell has not been 


~ 


1 
| 
oa 

c 

| 

: 


offered suidance by defendants in preparing for-any ‘Civil Service 
examination she might take for advanced positions with defendants. 
Pla:ntiff Blackwell has been denied the Salary increases and 
advancement long due her after over six years of employment wren 
defendants. 

le2. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Blackwell has been}: 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 
erp loyment. 

les. Plaintler Rosic 
employed by derendants sincs 196 Plaancier 
ana continues 
defendants. 


with @efendent 


ee) 


examination LoP Ulepositi fF casework@teconician, which has 
since been gi the: job tities of examiner. Ms. Salles has been 
an examiner ever since; she has not been offered provisional 
appointments in spite of her two years of college and many years 
, of praebicaa. exner iene. She did not pass the i¢ivil service 


examination for caseworker; on information and belief the : 


examination is not related to the job skills and has a discrimina-— 


ay 


i tory impact on minority employees. 


Ms. Sailes has not been given training and 
advancement en re ne her, “Ms. Suites works in an 
. atmosphere in which she is subjected to racially discriminatory 
comments and jokes. | 
126. Solely because of the employment Beecieseeinn 


' of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Sailes has been 


' denied equal ‘compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


employment. 

127... Plaintiff Betty Jo Travis Ls and has been 
employed by defendants since 1967. Plaintiff Travis has sought 
| and continues to seek advancement in her employment with defen- 
dants. | : 

428. Plaintiff Travis is a ¢lerk-I1l, @ position which 
she has held since 1971. She has been denied the opportunity for 
advancement because she has not been able to — the examination 
for clerk-II, an examination which, on information and belief, 

Ls required ana’ whicn has a 
discriminatory impact on minorities. Plaintiff Travis is not 


permitted to take the examination for ¢lerk-I wntii she holds tne 


therefore locked int 


rena enngeeen nt wo ns ens ths ep 


received training or 
wnite employees of defendants 
Solely because of the employment discrimination 


of defendants alleged heretofore, Plaintiff Travis has een 


denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


employment. 


131. Plaintiff Dorothy Latham is and has been 


employed by defendants since 1969. Plaintiff Latham has had 


almost two years of college education. She has sought and 


continues to seek advancement in her employment with defendants. 


132. Plaintiff Latham began work with the defendants. 


as part of the "New Careers" program in 1969. She has been a 


caseaide ever since the commencement of her employment with 
defendants. ‘She has not had the opportunities for advancement 


given to white persons. Plaintiff Latham has reached the top i 


8 


of the salary level for the caseaide position and is no longer 


receiving incremental annual increases. 


33% FPilaintiir Latham has ‘not, wntil the requirements 


were recently changed, been allowed to take the examination for 
easeworker. On information and belief, now that it is a 
possibility for caseaides with five years experience to take the 


examination, there has been no effort by defendants to help 
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caseaides prepare for the examination. 
Latham has not been 
collese degree) wollen is 
emoloyment discrimination 


Pleaintirr Latham nes been 


TARTTE Dither Hobinson 2s and “has “been 
emp 1a D: fendants since 1971. Plaintirf Robinson has a 
college degree. He has sought and continues to seek advancement 


“© 

in his employment with the defendants. 

Pe7.° Pleint iff Robinson began his suahoy ent with 
| Gefendants in a newly ee position called Housing Coordinator. 
Id 972 this pos ition was eliminated, and a new position called 
Housing Supervisor was created. On information and belief; the 
job responsibilities are basically the same as those of the 
Housing Coordinator. A white person was appointed Lo that gods 
and Mr. Robinson was demoted to the provisional position of 
housing technician. His salary level dropped from approximately 
$13,000 to aourexiwabely $10,000. ‘An assistant was then appointed 
to the Housing Supervisor. Having been denied the position of 
Housing Supervisor, Mr. Robinson would- have been the likely 
candidate for the assistant supervisor wastnion: Bouiee. 
plaintiff Robinson was not given the opportunity to.apply for the 
position. A white person who, on information sie ennak) had 
no experience with housing problems, was given the position. 

138. Mr. Robinson later applied for the position of 
mortgage counsellor in the housing unit. “The position mee given 


+ 


to a white person who, on information and belief, 
experience with hou ing problems. j 
139) Plaintiff Robinson has been unable to pass Civil 
Service examinations whic! a information and bel 
unrelated to job skills an ave a diseriminacory 
minority employees. E iatiir Robinson has therefore been locked 
provisiore: posicion from which he cannot advance and 


elvil service exac 


always had excellent 


| 
: 
| 
| 


evaluations by upervisors ‘ 34 

y because of the employment discrimination 
of the Gdéfendants allewed heretofore, PLAaINCITC RODINSON: has been 
denied ec ACL terms, conditions, and privileges of 
employment. 

141, Plaintiff Eladia Puentes is end bas been 
employed by defendants since 1971. Plaintiff Fuentes has snow 
‘and continues to seek advancement in her employment with 
y gefendants. 

142. Plaintiff Fuentes was employed by defendants 


in January, 1971, as a teaching homemaker. iy @uly, 1977, 


she became a caseaide. When she yesigned in May, 1972, and then 


j was reinstated in July, 19/2. she was told she would get Sex 
was dropped 
411 her prior benefits. However, . her salary from grade devel 
4B to level 3B on her return, without explanation. On information 
and beliel, white employees are reinstated at their same or 
higher salary levels on re-employment after leaving defendants 
for Wess than a year. | 
143. Plaintiff Fuentes is at the top of the salary 
Level for the caseaide position. she has no Siberian eppartenit ie 
for salary increases or advancement unless she can pass a Civil 
Service examination for another bosition. She is hesitant vo 
take the examination because she is Spanish-speaking. She has not 
been offered any particular positions commensurate with her 
ability to help the Spanisn-speaking populatic 
Fuentes’ 
affered Her Little craining or development of skills. 


Peo es : 4 5 
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nemorandum to Staff Development asking for a transfer; the 
memorandum was never answered. She was told there was "cle 

In 1972, she moved to the 
office, where -snet ced as a receptionist. She was undér great 

office; there was no security guard and 
she was grabbed by male clients on two occasions. She twice 
requested a transfer and included a doctor's statement which 
indicated the emotional strain which she was under. Plaintiff 
Fuentes also indicated she would like a transfer to where she 
could best serve bilingual people. She was not transferred until 
the end of 1973. On information and belief, white employees of 
defendants are given many more opportunities for advancement and 
transfer. 

145; In the fall of 1974,-plaintiff Fuentes was 

assigned to the waiting room as a receptionist. The position 
was nou one Sne wanted; she complained of employment discrimina-— 
tion to the New York State Division of Human Rights. Plaine LiL 
Fuentes then heard there was a caseaide position avallabie in the 
Child Health Assurance Program (CHAP). The shop steward of the 
union of defendants' employees wrote a nemareeiad to Sstalt 


development saying that Ms. Fuentes wanted to be considered. 
By © 


did get that job. On information and belief, white employees 


more readily given worthwhile opportunities for advancement. 
Minority employees advance much more slowly or not at all. 
Solely because of the employment discrimination 
f the defendants lesed heretofore, plaintiff Fuentes has been 
ented equal compensation, conditions, and privileges of 
snpLoyment . 
has been 


sought and continues 


in her employment with defendants. 
sintiff Williams began work with the defendant 
through Jew Careers” program. .Her only job offer was as a 
caseaide, the position she has had ever Since. Initially she 
was allowed ‘to €o to school part of the da but this opportunity 
was discontinued ver (Cine irst six mont 
and b f. white persons, particularly at. higher grade levels,” 


are given educational_mve with pay much more frequently than are 


minority employees. 


149, Because plaintiff Williams has been denied the 
opportunity to pursue her education, she is at a disadvantage 


taking any civil service examinations for advanced positions. 


She is presently at the top of the salary level for caseaides 


cannot advance further without taking civil service examinations. 
On information and belief, the defendants have made no effort 


to help employees prepare for these examinations nor to validate 


y 
FE 
u 
i 
| 
{ 
i 
{ 
| 
{ 
{ 
{ 
i 
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the examinations to ensure that they in fact test necessary joo 
skills. 
On information and belief, almost all .of the 


c j 3 minority persons. On information and belief, one 


of the few white persons who started as a caseaitie was almost 
promoted to caseworker, despite requirements for a 
gree which this person apparently did not have. 


faura) 


Plaintiff Williams and other minority caseaides were never given 


Solely because of the employment discrimination 


oO 
4) 


eged neretofore, 
denied e¢usl eompensstion, 


employmen?. 


e) 
re 


Plaintiff Allen is a 
; She has a college 
degree and man) Sears of practical experience. 'She has sought 
and continue ) seek advancement in her employment with.the 
defendants. 
153. Plaintiff Allen has been a caseworker since the 
commencement of her employment with defendants, aside from the 
i training lod where She was \considered a casework trainee. 


has been » top of the salary level for’ the. caseworker 


| position for several years and is not able to get an inerease in 


salary until she passes an examination for senior caseworker or 

S$ given a provisional appointment. She passed an examination in 
1959 for special caseworker, the eit of which was later changed 
to senior caseworker, bul.on information and belier, the 
defendants have not allowed people who have passed this examina- 
tion to be given senior caseworker appointments. 

154. Plaintiff Allen wants to remain in the area of 
homefinding, and would therefore like a provisional appointment 
as senior caseworker in homefinding. That position was recently 
offered to a white person. Plaintiff Allen has been offered 
provisional appointments only in areas in which she does not want 
to concentrate. 

155. Plaintiff Allen is doing the same job as are 
senior caseworkers, yet she is denied the salary and Eitie of the 
senior caseworkers. On information and Delief, the examinaticns 
for senior casevoriers are not related to 90D Skills and have 2 
discriminatory imoact on minority omployees. 

156. Alcthoush Plaintiff’ Allen is presently 
a Suburban area, arto) 1e/h sne vas reszularly assigned to tne 


involved the most d 


caseloads. There was no additional 
Lon provided ' for these assignments. 
Plaintiarr Allen has had some problems with 

evaluations “in the past. by a. particular supervisor who plaintirr 

believes was prejudiced against her because of her race. 

evaluations improved only after the supervisor was con= 
fronted with plaintiff's complaints |\to the administrative 
of the Monroe County Department of Social Services. 


Solely ‘because of the employment discrimination 


denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 
employment. 

159. Plaintiff Vivian Silas is and has’ been employed 
by defendants since 1966. She has sought and continues to seek 
advancement in her employment with the defendants. 

160. Plaintiff Silas has been a teaching homemaker 
since the commencement of her employment with defendants. Since 
1970 she has rarely received incremental salary increases; she 
is now abt the top of the pay Level for the teaching homemaker 
position anc is.entitled..only to:.cast of: living ‘raises. 

L6l. Tn order to advance, plaintifr Silas must 
take a Civil Service examination; she has never taken such an 
examination and has been hesitant to do so without counselling 
and preparation. She understands that the examinations are 
Unrelated To JOO Ski lis\ (are! Moul validated. and) have a 
discriminatory impact on minority persons. 

the employment GQiscrimination 
Of the defendants aellesed heretor intirg Silas nes oeen 
denied ecaua. mMoenesi ion. terms, conditions. and privileges of 


employment. 


3 
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163. . Plaimeit? Beatrice: Hill applied for employment 
det Snts in Me 1970, and in January, 1973, and’ was 
denied employment on both occasions. Plaintiff Hid. 2s a Lully 
qualified and trained social .worker;7she:has a 
in sociology. 
164 Binet Hill initially applied for a job with 
i; the Department of Social Services in May of 1970 after two years 


of college. She interviewed with Dorlene Dhalle, Supervisor of 


Starr Development; plaintiff Hill told Ms. Dhalle that she would 


not return to college if she were hired. Plaintiff Hill, none- 
i theless, was rejected because of her alleged "plans to return to 
‘ school". 
165. Plaintiff Hill applied again in January of 1973 
‘while she was working briefly at the Monroe County Department 
i of Social Services doing field work toward her college degree in 
; sociology. On information and belief, she was told by Donala 
' Shulman, Director of Personnel, that she was not completely 
! qualified for a caseworker position because her college degree 
i would be in sociology, not social. work. On information arid belief 
woes few if any of the caseworkers have degrees in social work; 
46 is not a prerequisite fer the position. 
166. On information and belief, Donald Shulman told 
Dlaintirt Hill Co contact him shortly before she received her 
college degree in June, 1973, and he would help her locate a 
satisfactory job. When plaintiff Hill contacted him, she was 
ake the examinetion for the position of examiner, 
high school degree. She was not told about 
fisional eppoinements to the 
caseworker. 


to take e examination 


her app Lice: as disapproved with the 


n 


ailed to qualify to take the examination 
ent work experience. On information and 
fully qualified to 


> 


f the aforesaid 


e Division of Human Rights and with the 
portunity Commission. Plaintiff Hill is now 
at the Al Sigl Center for mentally handicapped 
children. 
260. Solely because.of the ne discrimination 
| of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintill Hill has been 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 
employment: . 
170. Plaintiff Salena Mathews is ana has been employed 
: by defendants- since 1971. Plaintiff Mathews has Sought and 
! continues to seek advancement in her employment with the 
idefendants. 
171. Plaintiff Mathews has been a homemaker since the 
° 
|; commencement of her employment with the $3, although her 
eceern was called teaching homemaker until 1973. On information 
“and belief, the homemaker position is, along with the caseaide 
puReiden, one of the lowest paying jobs at the Monroe County 
| Depavenent of Social Services!’ On information and belief, almost 
“ati the nomemakers and ca ides are minority per 
has always had good evaluations, 
nity to advance unless she takes eivil 


a 


understands to be unrelated to job 


to nelp her prepare for the 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


because of the employment discrimination 
of the defendan allesed heretofore, plaintiff Mathews has 


denied equal compensztion, terms, conditions, and privileges 
employment. 

74. Plaintiff Annie Hicks is as en employed 
by def ind : 5¢ PlaIintiryT Hieks: is 
a fully qualified and s0ci worker; she has a college 


7 


She has sought 


defendants. 
175. Plaintiff Hicks has been a caseworker since 
commencement of r employment with the defen : She has been 
at the top of the salary level for caseworkers for four or five 
years. She has been denied the opportunities for promotion given 
to white employees. Plaintiff Hicks has no chance of advancement 


if she cannot pass the senior caseworker examination, which 


? 
} 
advancement in her employment with the 


she tpelieves.cs is unrelated to job skills and has a discriminatory 
impact on minority employees. 

176. Plaintiff Hicks has been asked on occasion to 
assume some of the responsibilities of a senior caseworker, such 


as supervising seai yet she has been denied the title and 


Plaintiff Hicks has carried articularly heavy 
and difficult caseloads in the inner city. She has been denied 
requests to transfer to outer suburban areas of t 

of the emoloyment 
pM ed als. 


denied equa 


employment 


Weatners has 


cor 
the top of the salary level for her position. 


. . 


‘has been denied the opportunities for training and promotion 

» given to white employees. Plaintiff We as no opeeeuiees 
! for advancement unless sses examination for 
: income maintenance worker or caseworker. She has not been 
'offered help by the defendants in preparing for these examinations 


{She has not been given the opportunity to continue in school 


part time or to begin to handle the responsibilities of case- 


{ aie aac a nee acaS ee mene 


workers, Sa she feels unprepared for the Civil Service examinat 
181. Solely because of the employment discrimination 


of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Weathers has been 


| denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


/ employment. 

182. Plaintiff Linda Gaffney was employed by defendants 
;rpom 1970 until she resigned in September, 1975. She now resides 
‘in Kent,: Ohio. >. Plaintiff Gaffney is a fully qualified an 

;, trained S0cilal ‘worker: she has’ 2 

i practical experience. Plaintiff Gaffney is white. 

183. Plaintiff Gaffney has been a caseworker since 

» the commencement of her employment with defendants, aside from 

a one year period as c work 1 2 Plaiueii er 

been denied the opportunity to associate 


7 cy 


Plaine it 


ney has been 


to her exceed the 


yPportunities given to minority employees. 


Pine Ler Gaffney was granted a waiver to take 


examination for the casevorker position,whic 


Ne 


had not fulfilled the residency 


] 


County. Plaintirr Gaffney believes this 


not given to minority applicants. 


g 


185. Solely because of the employment discrimination 


of the defendants alleged heretofore 


3 


denied the: 
Jual compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges 
of employment. 


186. Plaintiff Grace Rutherford was employed by 


defendants from 1960 until March, 1975. She now resides in 


Atlanta, Georgia. Plaintiff Rutherford is a fully qualified 


and trained social worker; she has a college degree and many years 


of practical experience. I advancement in her 


employment with the defendants. 


I 
| 
i 
{ 
i 


ABT. Plaintiff Rutherford has been a caseworker since 
j the commencement of her employment with the defendants, aside 
pie her anita training period as casework trainee. For the 
ast @ight years: of employment with defendants, plaintirr 
srford received only the standard cost of living increases; 
eould not advance except b} 
examination in 19 nm information and beiler, 
Since then. In information 


SKULLS and Hus 


SUDeErVisory 


m 1970 until 1973, 


. phoe 
ih setnh nec biiee men abe peeceanne Sa RRRIananes .,. Iaanamene 


Aida not receive the pay of Aa Senior caseworker but was carrying 


mA LNA 


#11 €he duties and responsibilities. She hoped to take the senior 


caseworker examination egain and secure her position; before given 
, that opportunity, She was reassigned to caseworker duties in 
; spite of the recommendation of her supervisor that she be 

ty 


promoted to senior caseworker. 


i 189. Solely because of the employment discrimination 


84 


u 


; OF the G@efendents alleged heretofore, plaintiff Rutherford has 

7 

been denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges 
} 


of employment. 


190. Plaimtiff Dorethe Diggs is and has been employed 


a 


by defendants since 1959. Plaintifr Digss has SOUPNE WANG ee. 


continues to seek advancement in her employment with the 


defendants. 


1901, Ple®eintiftt biees began her employment with 


defendants as a caseaide through the "New Careers" program. She 


was denied the opportunity for additional educational oppor- 


bunicties:, Shee ae and advancement given to white employees. 


uv 


on ee a 


Plaintirr ‘Biges has some credits towards her college degree but 
has psen denied the opportunity to purs ue her education while 


employed by defendants. 


ive. 


Plaintiff Diggs has always had very good 


In the fall of 1974 she was transferred to @ child 


evaluations. 


i eare team. Her supervisor did not allow her any Of the 


responsibilities which she had undertaken in her previous 


ignments. She was not given any GDOUerPtuniCcy Co Learn ior 


asst 


to advance. Because of her lack of opportunity with defendants, 


uw 


plaintiff Diges subzicted ner resignation and then transferred | 


to thectlen al 2s 54 Cebat eres 


a8 2 pVo2r Mm e202. 


eause of the employment discrimination 


> 


heretofore, plaintiff Diggs has beer 


conditions, 
employment. 


Bs 


194. Plaintiff Stella Holmes McDonald was eme 
by defendants from 1970 until May, 1975. \She has sougnt 
advancement in her employment with fendants. 


195. Plaintiff McDonald began her employment with 


defendants through the "New Careers" program. She initially 
worked as a community worker at the ABC (Action fora’ Better 
Commun‘ity ) Center, and a fear later was assigned to the main 
office of the Monroe County Department of Social’ Services. as 
a teaching homemaker. She remained in this position until 

resigned in May, 1975. Plaintiff McDonald was not given the 


opportunity for training and advancement given to white employees. 


She was not allowed the opportunities to continue her education 


given to white employees. Plaintiff McDonald was not able to 


take the civil Service examination for the caseworker position 


because she could not meet the educational requirements. 


196. Plaintiff) MeDonalda's Job functions as a teaching 


rsker did not allow her to assume major responsibilities 


when she did complete 


# caseworkers often took the eredit for them. Plainrtirt 
evaluations were always excellent, yet she was nob paid) the: same 
as were others doing the 


4 


ered! tea '@omments iby 


employment discrin 
Dlaintiff McDonald 


eoncicions, and priva 


Mae Banks has been employed by 
defendants since a ae aS sought and continues to seek 
' advancement in Her employment with the defendants. 

Plaintiff Banks 1s a teaching homemaker. <<) Tne 
which she has held with defendants is that 
has been denied the opportunity for training 

(and advancement given to white employees. - She has been denied - 
ithe opportunity to be a caseworker because she has not been 
i able to complete lier education. She has nok. had. the advantage 
i oF educational leave with pay given to whites. 

P00... Plaintatfl Banks is denied eredit. for work done 
| and denied responsibilities of which she is capable. Her 
supervisors do not provide guidance either in dealing with 
problems or in defining her job responsibilities. 


201. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
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of the defendants elleged heretofore, plaintiff Banks has been 


denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


employment. 


202. | Plainciif Michelle Cournoyer was employed by 


defendants from 1969 until she resigned in January, 1974. 


i Plaintiff Cournoyer is a fully qualified and trained social 
| worker; she has a college degree and many years of practical 


:experience. Plaintiff Cournoyer is white. 


203. Plaintiff Cournoyer has been a caseworker since 


the commencement of. her employment with defendants. Plaintiff 


Cournoyer bas been denied the opportunity to associate with and 


be supervised by minority employees of defendants. 


Cournoyer has been injured by the reputation of 


employers 


Ins 


Courcoayer Ucs 


co her exceed the opportunities given to minority employees. 
laintiff Cournoyer was a member of the 
' Minority Recruitment Committee at the Monroe County Department 
e Social Services. She perceived no action on the part of 
ndangs "bo. i e » minority representation at the Monroe 
County Department of Social Serv iees:. 
205. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
s 


L of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Cournoyer has been 


denied the right to association with minorities and has been 


' @enied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


|, employment . 

206. Plaintiff Luz Martinez is and has been employed 

I by defendants since October, 1970. Plaintiff Mart 

i! bilingual in Spanish and English; she has an Associates Degree 

from the University of Puerto Rico. She has sought and continues 

i to seek wieadecient in her employment with the defendants. 

207. Plaintiff Martinez was hired provisionally 

' by the defendants as a casework technician. When she was unable 

i to pass the civil service examination for the position, she was 

i demoted to the position of caseaide, although she continued to 
esponsibilities of a casework technician. Plaintiff 

Martinez had good evaluations from her supervisors and handled 

i the responsibilities of casework technician but was denied the 

 eredit and title of the position. mn information and belief, 

for casework technician was not relate ed to job 


on minority 


in lave 


examination is not related to 


a’ discriminatory impact on 


Plaintiff Martinez interviewed for the position 
of neighborhood representative. On information and belief, the 
|, position was given to a white male caseaide who had one year less 
- experience at the Honroe County Department of Social Services and 
one year less college than had plaintiff Martinez. 

Plaintiff Martinez. was appointed provisionally 

position of examiner bilingual in the.summer of 1973. 


assed the examination for the position in December of 1974. 


| Plaintiff Martinez was not assigned specifically to Spanish-— 


speaking people and had to assume translating duties in addition 
, to her usual caseload, 


ell. Solely because of the eniployment discrimination 


go 


1 Of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Martines has been 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileres of 

; employment. 

212. Plaintiff Marie Ware is and has been employed 

iby defendants since 1969. She has sought and continues to seek 
‘advancement in her employment with the defendants. 

2l3. (Plaintirt Ware was hired By defendants as 4 
 caseaide through the "New Careers" program. Plaintiff Ware has 

' been denied the opportunity given to white employees to pursue 
her education; she is >for: eked into the position of 


re 


aide withou advancement. Sire has been given no 


any Civil Service examinations. 
nied 


genied the contact 


ne 


hom 


fe 


caseviorkers. Defendants convey an attitude 
of ‘ecntiidence in minority employees, 

oProvide opportunities Tor advancement, ror 

i minority employees. 

215. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
defendants alleged heretofore, plaintif 2 has been 
equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of° 
| employment . 

216... Plaintiff’ Alberta Pereuson is and has been 


‘employed by defendants since 1971. Plaintiff Ferguson has 
as J J : ‘ 


* sought and continues to seek advancement in her employment 


-the defendants. 


217. Plaintiffl Ferguson has been 4 caseaide since Che 
! commencement of her employment with defendants. She has been 
and is being denied the opportunities for education, training, 
| and promotion given to white employees. Plaintiff Ferguson has 
| always received very good evaluations yet is stuck in the caseaide 
|; position with no opportunity for varied job experience and 
| advancement. 
218. In December, 1974, plaintiff Ferguson was 
transferred out of protective services (despite the request of 
ther supervisor that she be allowed to remain) and into "Nursery", 
i: where she was expected to watch clients! children. Plaintirer 
| Ferguson protested that this was not one of her job responsibiii— 
ies, but she was not transferred until the Nursery finally 
to unsultaole condivions. 
is now working in the waiting 
aid caseworkers with 


the opportunity given to 


ener aemegmee- tts i tartare st ety LeeAnn re ee et EN tr 


e200. Bolely because of the employment discriminatio 
of (the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintirr Ferguson has 


denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges 


” employment. 
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221. Flaintiffr Sadie Johnson is and has een 
by defendants since 1971. he has sought and continues to seek 
advancement in her employment with the defendants. 

222) ) Plaencere Johnson has been a 
Since her nent of employment with defendants. She has 
been denied the opportunity for advancement and training given 
to white employees. Plaintiff Johnson has not had the opportunity 
Given to whites to pursue her education and therefore feels : 
unprepared to take civil Service examinations. Without taking 
Such examinations, she has no opportunity for further advancement. 
Plaintiff Johnson has always had very good evaluations. 

223. Solely because of the employment discrimination 
of the defendants alleged heretofore, plaintiff Johnson has been 
denied equal compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of 


employment. 
BIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
224... Plaincitis reallege, restate and incorporate each 


and every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 223. 


225. The Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 


Constitution provides that no state shall "deny to any person 


Within JbS Jurisdiction the equal vrotection of the laws." 
As a Pesull of detendants' actions 
paragrapis 
situated 
t 


employmers Oppo cu se it bn tse oo 70unc) Fartment of Social 


54 


Services and thus have been and are being denied equal protection 
'of the laws. 
rf) 227.  Plaintifts and other persons) Similarly situated 
have been and are being subjected to the deprivation of rights 
-Ssecured to them by tne Equal Protection Clause of the Pourteenth 


f 


| Amendment of the United States Constitution. 


SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 


228. Plaintiffs reallege, restate and incorporate each 


“and every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 227. 


. 229. The Civil Rights Act of 1871, Ho U.S.C. §1993 
i cudrantees to all persons ali the rights, privileges and immunities 


secured by the Constitution and laws of the United States. 


; 


230. Defendants’ actions, enumerated in paragraphs 
2 grap 


1, 46 through 223 were taken under color of state law and have 


| subjected and continue to subject plaintiffs and other persons 


‘similarly situated to the deprivation of rights secured by the 


‘Constitution and laws of the United States. 


! 


231. Plaintiffs and other persons similarly situated 


i 
it 


‘have been and are being subjected to the deprivation of rights 


i 
Hi 


i 
| secured to thea by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. §1983. 


THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 


232. Plaintiffs reallege, restate and incorporate each 
: hee every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 231. 
233. he Civil Rights Act of 1570, 92 U.5.C. §1981 
suarantees to all persons the same rights as are enjoyed by white 
Gitizens. 


ah 
34 


Defendants' actions, enumerated in paragraphs 46 
“nrougn 223 nave denied plaintiffs and otners Similarly situated 


Af the same visnt Yn ana enforce employment contracts as is 


‘enjoyed by write: persons. 
Plaintaris and other’ persons similarly situated 
+ have been and are being subjected to deprivation of rights secured 


( to them by the Civil Pichtse Act of 1470, 2 U.8.¢c.. $1981. 


FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 


236. Plaintiffs reallege, restate and incorporate each 
| and every allegation: in paragraphs 1 through PECe 


237. Title Vii of the Civil Hights Act of 1964, 


i 42 U.S.C. §2000e et seq, as amended in 1972, .provides for injunctive 


and other relief against discrimination on the basis of race, colon, 
oe and national origin in employment. 
238. Certain of the named plaintiffs filed complaints 
t with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. The charges 
| were properly deferred; more than one hundred and eighty (180) 
days have elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity 
' Commission took jurisdiction. over the charges. The United States 
|, Department of Justice has issued Right to Sue Notices to those 
|. plaintiffs. This action is brought within ninety (90) days of the 
ft Sseeiuk of those Right to Sue Notices on October. 14, 1975. : 
: 239. AS a result of defendants* actions, enumerated in 
; paragraphs 46 through 223, plaintiffs and other persons similarly 
" situated have been eis are being subjected to the denial of equal 
! employment opportunities because of their race, color, sex arid 
national origin. 

240. ‘Plaintiffs and other persons similarly situated 
' have been and are being subjected to the denial of rights secured 


'¢o then by Title VIL of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 


FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 


241. Plaintiffs reallege, restate and incorporate 
leach and every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 240. 

242. The First and Ninth Amendments of the United 
' States Constitution guarantee eacn Citeiee the right to associate 
' freely with all other citizens, regardless of pace, sex or national 
;Origin. 


. 243. As a result of the defendants' actions 


‘enumerated in paragraphs 46 - 223, plaintiff and other persons 


jisimilarly Situated have been and are being denied freedom of 


lassociation. 

! 244. Plaintiffs and other persons similarly 
situated have been and are being subjected to the aseeieutian of 
baht secured to them by the First and Ninth Amendments of the 


nited States Constitution. 


me 


As a direct consequence of the illegal and 
unconstitutional acts of tne defendants, plaintiffs and other 


‘members of t have suffered and continue to suffer 
| irreparable injuries. Unless this court grants the injunctive 
| reliet requested, plaintiffs and other members of the class will 
+ continue to suffer loss of equal pay, training, recruitment, 
transfer, advancement, etc. Further, absent the 
the defendants will succeed 
}in enforcing their policy, practice, custom and usage of sex, 
color, “and national origin discrimination under color of 
Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. 

246. By reason of the unlawful and discriminatory action 
of the defendants, plaintiffs and other members of the class have 
‘suffered damages. The discriminatory acts of the defendants have 
, caused plaintiffs illness of body and mind in that plaintiffs have 


| been embarrassed and humiliated and have been ‘Subjected to pain 


{and suffering. Absent the equitable relief requested herein, 


i plaintiffs have suffered, are now suffering, and will continue to 


‘suffer irreparable injuries. 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 55 


VHEREFORE, the plaintiffs respectfully pray that 
‘the court advance this case on the docket, order a speedy hearin 
‘at the earliest possible date, cause this case to be in every way 


‘expedited and upon such hearing: 
7 (a) Issue a declaratory judgment that the 
i ' 


employment practices set.forth above violate the First, Ninth 


band Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States, 


amended, and 42 U.S.C. §§1981 and 1983. 


| (b) Grant the plaintiffs and the class they 
| 


urepresent preliminary and permanent injunctions: 


| 


“Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §2000e as 


1; P 
ti Ch) Prohibiting the defendants, their 
i: 

i 

‘agents, Successors, employees, attorneys and those acting in 

"| ; 

Heoncesrt with them and at their direction from engaging in any of 


‘the practices set forth above and any other practice shown to be 


| nationality, racially or sexually discriminatory or arbitrary and 


rivileges of employment, or from continuing or maintaining any 


os 


;P 

policy, practice, usage or custom of denying, abridging, with- 
; holding, conditioning, limiting or otherwise interfering with the 
i rights of the plaintiffs and ereeee at their class to enjoy equal 
E evcdagnene opportunities as secured by the United States 
“Constitution and federal law. | 


(2) Prohibiting the defendants from using 


ditions or criteria for employment tests or other criteria 


which disqualify or disadvantage 


applicants tnan white olicant Similarly situated. 


(3) Requiring the defendants to institute 


immediately affirmative recruitment , 


to eliminate the effects of nationality, racially and sexually 


: discriminatory practices. 
Requiring the defendants to immediately 


, Promote and transfer plaintiffs and the class they represent to 


{ 


. the classifications they have been denied by reasons of Seventy 


: diseriminatory ractices, with seniority datine from the first 
; ¥ > 8 


i instance Of wrongful failure to place them in such classifications. 
F (5) Requiring the defendants to immediately 


_— plaintiffs and the class they represent the pay and benefits 
i they would have earned but for the unlawful discriminatory acts of 
| the defendants, to be measured from the latter of their dates of 
Ce by the defendants or the date on which the 


fi 
t 


; federal law took effect. 

: (6) Prohibiting the defendants from 
molained of employment 

; einer and directing that the defendants hereafter take no 


| actions detrimental to plaintiffs for having pursued these claims. 


(c) Establish a mechanism for the enforcement of 
“thé injunctions by requiring the defendants to present to the 
i; court within thirty (30) days of the :issuancé of :the injunctions 


; 


a plan showing precisely and in detail how they will comply with 


4 


the court's order that they cease and desist from policies, 


cas 


customs and usages of discrimination against the 


and members of the class on account of their Face. 


jefendants publish verbatim 


bulletin 


‘boards and in all internal and external publications. 
(e) Award the plaintiffs and the members of 


their class compensatory damages of $40,000,000.00. 


Cf) Award the plaintiffs the costs of the 
; action herein, including reasonable attorney's fees, for the 


j benefit of the class and for the representation of the class as 
ja whole. 
| 


(sg) Award the plaintiffs and the members of 


it eir class damages by way of exaynple against the defendants in 
van amount commensurate with the wrong and the def -ndants' ability 
to pay. 

: (h) Retain jurisdiction of this action until 
I' defendants have fully complied with the order of the court. 

, (i) Award such other and further relief as 


I may appear to-“this court just and proper. 


Fs ae Nias ad Submit’ ed , 
| 


iE YN al po pense: OWiNy 
510 Powers oo. 
Rochester, . ew Yor 14614 
Telephone: 716/232 2292 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 


; DATED: November 21, 1975 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


Reply to the 

@ NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
and Refer to Initiats and Namber WITHIN 90 DAYS 
JSP:HAG:1ljt 


AIR MAIL 


Miss Marie E. Fitzhugh 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldvin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Office of the 
County Manager and Office of the 
Director of the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0544 


Dear Miss Fitzhugh: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondents named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you threugh your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VIE of the Civil Rights Ack of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondents. a 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and Place 
convenient to the parties. That file is locatea 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: bh, f : 
HERBERT A. GOLDSM4TH, OR. 
Attorney 


Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20520 


Reply ro the 
~TC): : i oe ‘$053 
@:: Lodicated wines is TO SUE 


and Refer to Initial aod Number 
JSP:HAG:1jt 


AIR MAIL 


Miss Marie E. Fitzhugh 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building ~ 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against County. of Monroe 
and Monroe County Department of Social 
Services 
No. TBU4-0725 


Dear Ms. Fitzhugh: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondents named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge,.and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondents. oe 


f= You choose to commence] a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
Geipt of this Notice. 


| 
7 
| 
| 
| 
i 
i 
| 
A 
i 
' 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 


in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 


Room 1020, Buitfalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has mats a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 

Sincerely, ~ 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attcrmey General 
Civil Rights Division . 


By: i 12h, -f 
Litieubas etm Ge 
HERBERT OA GOLDSMPTH, JR. 
Attorney 
Emplcesment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

DISEriCE Director 

Burfalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


t 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


ta, = “i 
oo 8g 
o.~ to tbe 
Diviewa Tadicated NOC TO Of RIGRT TO SUE 
ad Refer to Initiais aad Namber WITHIN 90 DAYS 


OCT 401975 


Miss. Marie E. Fitzhugh 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attormey and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0065 oe 


Dear Miss Fitzhugh: 


f Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attormey have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right ta institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seg., against 
the. above-named respondent. ee 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within $0 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


ctor may inspect the investig 
file pertaining to the case at a time and pla 
convenient to the parties. That i as located 
in the EEOC District Office, One ¥ Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


YOuUE 


a 
ss 


We request that you send th 
copy of any complaint. initiating 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
zs to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincere ly, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


G 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


pom mnee ton «-armecteamanan sonnet sie tensity ws nt emery 9 a8 
. 


RABEPLY LA Fo i. 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
ECOrney 
Employment Section 


BYE 4g. Je pe 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District. Virector 

Buffalo District O 

Equal Employmens Op 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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UNITED STATE’ DEPARTVIENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 2053 


Address Reply to the : 
Divison Indicated HOTICE Or BiGaT FO 
xt Refer to Isitials and Number WItTH In § 6) DAY < 


ISPsHAG:1j¢t . 
OC7 10 1975 


AIR MILL 


Mrs. Dolores M. Allen 
c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0484 


Dear Mrs. Allen: 


ae ape ee RENT ETE SES tebe Coet o: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 


respondent nemed above and more ee: 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 

specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a ‘civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Saq-, against 
the above-named respondent. ae 


If you choose to commence a civil SeEL Os 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of ee re- 
eeipe of this Notice 


pe nes eer emare ee: eee men ae Antenne wemnemramen Hone # me ee en pes ee hme 8 wee 8 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the caSe at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. Tnat file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Stree 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
: copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


‘ Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Riguts Division 


& c bes 2 LAY. PALL ® 
. HERBERT A. GOLDSiPTH “R. 
Attorney 


Employment Section 


cc: Lloyd G. Bell 
District Director 
aa Buffalo District Office 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 
One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 
Buffalo, New York 14202 oe 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


7 WASHINGTON, D.C, 20380 


Addrow Reply to tbe 
Diviswa Ladicated 


Mood Reice to Isitials and Number 


JSP :HAG:1j+t 


AIR MATL 


Ms. Daisy Mae Banks 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney end Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Pochester, New York 14614 


Re: 


Dear Ms. Banks: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondeni named above and more than 180 days have 
elapse:. since the Equal Employment Opnortunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that cherge, and 
no suit based on that charge has peen filed Dy this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you ara hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, aS amended, 42 U.S.C. 20002 et Seg., agains: 
the above-named respondent. ee 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. - 


Your attcrney may inspect the inves 
file pertaining to the case at a time 
cpp ngets to € parties. That file 
in the EEOC D ict Office, One West Gen nesee Street, 


a 
Room Togs, Buti ;, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any com splaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


AERBERT A. GOLDSMITH 
Attrormey 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street 
Room ae 

Buffalo, New York. 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTSIENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20320 


Addr-ns Keply to tha 
Diriswa indicated NOTICE Of RIGHT TO. SUn 
od Refer to [sitale and Number WITHIN 90 DAYS 
SP:HAG IGE 


OC} 10 1975 


AIR MAIL 


Ms, canes N. Blackwell 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Att anh and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0486 


Dear Ms. Blackwell: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com— 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. ee 


I£ you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. : 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Butfalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Departmen 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made = ee a 
as to whether or not your 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attormey General 
Civil Rights Division 


oy 
CERBERT oa gr Soe eG oR. 
Attorney 
— ee Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buttalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 


Reply to the i 
won Todicutedl HOTICE OF RIGAT 


ad Refer to loitials aod Nambeor WITiin 
ve se 


tai ~ 


SP:HAG:1ljt 


i Holmes 
/O Emmelyn Logan-Ba 
ttormey and Counsel 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


ldwin, Esquire 
Qor at Law 


Re:  EROC Charge Against Monroe County 
' Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0487 


sae ete emanate tnt a NR tet mC ee ef 


Dear Mr. Holmes: 


: Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based c.. that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondent. ie oe 


If you choose to commence a civil ected 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate Ur 
States District Court within 90 days of your ie- 
ceipt of this Notice. co 


dee hes meee ee ee COE EES! OO EEE LE IE OE EE CECE LD ¢ CE TCC E TSS" SL a a = 5m ret 
. 


Your attorney may inspect the inve 
file pertaining to the case at a time 
convenient to the parties. That file 
dn the BEOC District Offices, One West 
Room 1020, Butialo, New York 14202. 

We request that you send this Depar 
copy o£ any complaint initiating suit. 


This Motice should not be taken .to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


7 


ats eee eE ee as nee 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


CEOLREY 
Employment Section 


Lioyvd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

Qne West Genesee Streat, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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UNTIED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
SHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


Schleons Reply tothe 


Divison [ndicated Eo tC t RIGHT TO SUE 
and Refee to loitials and Namber N 90 DAYS 


OCT 10 1975 


ATR MATL 


Ms. Stella Holmes 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
ctormey and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0488 


Dear Ms. Holmes: 


: Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Se ese Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Titie VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. oe 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
ane suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
ates District Court within 90 days ‘Of Your xe- 
aipt of this Notice, : 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


’ 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that _ 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment ~ 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


Assistant Attorney Gears 
Civil Rights Division 


oan ren ceemegrans'oeh 


: beg Oy eon 
: HERBERT A. GoLpsir7 OH » JR. 
Attomey 


Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Empsoyment Opportunity 
Commission j 

One West Genesee Street, : 
Room 1020 Ee rors 

Buffalo, New York 14202 : 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 


ed Addcens Reply to the 
Division [adicated NOTICE OF RIGHT To sus 
ead Reter ro Taitials and Number WITHIN 99 DAYS 


OCT 101875 


AIR MAIL 


He. Enoch Morrison 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
ttorney and Counselor at Law 

910 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County- 
Department of Social Services 


No. TBU4-0489 
ee ee ee 


rere 


Dear Me. Morrison: 

Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equai Employment Opportunity Com— 
mission assumed jurisdiction ovar that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
Specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby. 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Sed., 
the above-named respondent. oe 


If you choose to commence a civil ection, 
such Suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice, 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 

in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Butralo, New York 14202, 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating Sulit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
aS tO whether Or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


ae yi 
: . Lo thle: a. 
fered A.. GOLDSMITH, JR. 


oo oo. Attorney 
; Employment Section 


~ 


cc: Liocyd G. Bell 
District Director 
Butfalo District Office 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
: Commission | 
od One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 
Buffalo, New York 14202 oo 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


ASdrens Reply to the , | 


Division Ladicat > ‘ e t , 
nS haan NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE ! 
and Refer to Jaitie’s and Nox > Y o : 
WITHIN 90 DAYS , 


ocy 19 1S75 


ALR MAIL 


Mr. Luther Robinson 
c/o Emmelyn Logan-Saldwin, Esquire 
ttorey and Counselor at Law 
2 ae 


Pr Tt - Pn] TR is My ~~ 
5iG Powers sSuLLaing 


Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County . 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0490 


AS 


Dear Hr. Robinsons 


~ Pe 


ne Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elaps?d since the Equal Employment Opportunity Con- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
mo Suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title. VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. oe 
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If you choose to commence a civil action, 

such suit must be filed \n the appropriate United } 
tates District Court within 90 days of your re- 
| 

| 

i 
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ceipt of this Notice. : 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the caSe at a time and place 
convenient to the Lanny That tile as located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buifalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: , </ 4 
bbebll limbs. 


HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 


Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 

. Commiss! on 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


Address Reply to the 


Diviaion Indseated : i : TO SUB 
al Refer to Initial and Nombec tr M é AYS 


SP:HAG:1jt 


ie 


ALR MALL 


Mrs. Eladia Fuentes 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBUéd-04382 


Dear Mrs. Fuentes: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 davs have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title Vil of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et sec-, against 
the above-named respondent. 


If you choose to commence 42 civil ection, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your 7e- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


in the EEOC District Office, ne West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. : 
This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
agency of the United Siates has made a judgment 
to wnether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attomey 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buitfalo District Office 

Equai Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buitfalo, New York 14202 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTIC 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 29530 
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Division Ladicated 
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AIR MATL 


Mrs. Beatrice S. Hill 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attormey and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


na 
4 
thu 


Re: Beoc Charge Against Monroe County 


Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0547 


Tn et enemies 


Dear Mrs. Hill: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
responcent named above and more then 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charse, and 
no Suit based on that charge has been filed by this 


Devartment, and since you through your attorne 


specifically © equested this Notice, you are hereby 


notified thet you have the right to institute a-civil 


action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 


1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against ~ 


the above-namel Tespondent. 


If you choose to commence a civil ection, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United . 


States District Court within 90 days of your 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Le 


y have 


Sree =o 
. 
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Your attorney ins 
file pertaining to the case 
convenient to the parties. 

in the BHOC District Office, One 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 1420 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice eon ba not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


BY: 4 

fbtd Lib bons 

HERBERT A. ag JK. 
Attormey 


Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment PERSE Ey 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI! E 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 
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Diviswo Indicated 
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AIR MAIL 


Mrs. Velma M. Williams 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 


Rochester, New York 14614 


St tees wm eee w eee o> 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. T3U4~-0431 
iar abl DR lak 


a 


Dear Mrs. Williams: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opvortunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that Charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney rave 
Specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you havea the right to institute a Civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 uU.S.c. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent, re 
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If you choose to commence a Civil action, 
Such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 99 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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ect the investigative 
a time and place 


So 
file pertainin > case at 
That file is located 


convenient to the pa es. 


in the EROC District Office, sae West Genesee Street, 


Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States - made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


* if Luts i, ba ce 


HERBER tr AS GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


he WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 
Address Repiy to the 
Divisioo Indicated ' " . Hv ea 
Xs ee ‘ E RIGHT TO SUR 


and Refee to Initials and Namber 
990 DAYS 


AG: L3e 


AIR MAIL 


Mrs. Linda Gafiney 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Tochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0057 


Mrs. Gaffney: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
resvondent named above and more than 120 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
nission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no Siit based on that charge nas been filed by this 
Depariment, and since you through your attorey have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 200Ge et seq., against 
the above-nimed respondent. Le 
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If you choose to commence a civil action, 
- 


such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your xre- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


”- 
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Your attorney mey inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
py Of any complaint initiating sult. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meeioertaas- 


Sincerely, 


J. 58 ‘ANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


HERSERT A. “GOLDSMITH, oR. 
ctrormmey 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Conmission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMIENT OF JUSTICE 


Se WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 
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AIR MAIL 


HS. Evelyn Fairwell 

c/o Emmelyn Logen-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Os oe emer ete aime Hoe: He weer 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0058 


Dear Ms. Fairwell: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 


respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 

no Suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a Civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondent. es 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
Such Suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
Ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 

in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. ~ 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


GeRBER? A. GOLDSYIT 
tctorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

‘Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1026 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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OCT 10 1975 


AIR MATL 


Ms. Ravella D. Floyd 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Actorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department ef Social Services 
No. TBU4-0059 


Dear Ms. Floyd: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
Pespondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed Since the Equal Employment Opportunity Cor:- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no Suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. oe 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
Stetes District Court within 90 days of your re— 
cCeipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties.- That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: < 
tt, fl, ¢ 
Le hole innit, 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attormey 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C, 20530 


@- Reply to the 
Divisioa Indicated NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
WITHIN 90 DAYS 


0CT 101975 


and Reger to Initials and Number 


JOOSHAG: 1 


AIR MAIL 


Ns, Inez E. Page 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social fervices 
No. TBU4-0060 


Dear Ms. Page: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and Since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. ae 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file- pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


Jo. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: yf v7 4 
IERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney - 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West -Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C, 20330 


®. Reoly to the 

ivisiwn Icdicated NOTI aU Or RIGHT TO SUE 
aud Refer to Initizls and Numbee WITHIN 90 DAYS 
JSP:HAG:1jt 


AIR MAIL 


Mes. Annie M. Hicks 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0061 


Dear Mrs. Hicks: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 


elapsed since’ the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 

no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. Cas 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90°days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining.to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: vA 
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HERBERT A. GOLDSMVTEH , JR. 
Attorney 
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Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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AIR MAIL 


Ms. Dorethea Diggs 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

5190 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0062 


Dear Ms. Diggs: 


; Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title Vil of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondent. 


If you choose to conmence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EROC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


ae bed bible fell bee ig a aS 
ERSERT A. Leora JR. 
Attorney 


Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 
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WITHIM 90 DAYS 
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AIR MAIL 


Ms. Harriet Weathers 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
ttorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC: Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0063 


Dear Ms. Weathers: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no Suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondent. ad 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


Ve request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By 
za, 
 hbhekblihlemib g 
HERBERT A. iS yar TR. 


Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West GeneSee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


~* Y of WASHINGTON, D.C, 20530 
. Reply to the 
Di vis ndica > mron an oy al Saeed 
Sateen i NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
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OCT 101975 


ifs. Salena Wathews 

c/o Emnmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Depar ment of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0064_ 


Dear Ms. Mathews: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed b. this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
Specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. Pe aa 
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If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient £0 the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo; New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGE? 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: ple P e 
bakehb loan ch 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 

Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

Bistrict Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffelo, New York 14202 
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Ms. Katherine Harris 

c/o Emnelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
ttorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services and 
Monroe County Civil Service 
Commission 
No. TBU4-0066 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondents named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 

specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondents. i ee 


If you choose to commence, a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 ice si o£ your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. ‘ 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202, 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attormey General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: /f yi 
fj f Af LA 
the tf? : tent, li 
ERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, Wew York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


Adteeas Reply to the 


NOTICE OF RIGHT ‘TO SUE 


Division Indicated 


and Refer to Initials and Number WITHIN 50 DAYS 


OCT 107975 


JSP:HAG:1j&e 


AIR MAIL 


is. Michelle M. Cournoyer 
c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TB3U4-0067 


Dear Ms. Cournoyer: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and Since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII cf the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. Sais ies 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 
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Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


3. STANLEY POTTINGER 
assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 
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HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

Histrict Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
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AIR HAIL 


Ms. Dorothy A. Dobson 

c/o Enmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0068 _ 


Dear Ms. Dobson: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equel Employment Opportunity Coim- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over tnat charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been fiied hy this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against 
the above-named respondent. 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
celpt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights bivision 


A see mi 


SERBERT A. GOLDSMTI 
. | AECOrmMeY 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Beil 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


: a: WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 
3 Reply to the t 
Division fadicated HOTLCE OF BRIGHT TO SUE 
and Refer to Iaicisla and Number WITHIN 90 DAYS 
SP:HAG:1jt 


OCT 101975 


AIR 


Ms. Grace M. Rutherford 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-00569 


ON ene 


Dear Ms. Rutherford: 


eee ne ener rman sane 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by tis 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title Vii of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. pice 


I£ you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
states District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the caSe at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room. 1020, Buctalo, New York 14202, i 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 

Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: 


/ See 
Lb heb ehE nk fl. 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lioyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Butfalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


/. oe SF WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 
ee 
@... Reply to the 
Division Indicated HOTICE OF RF "" TO SUE 


and Refer to Initials and Number WITHIN 90 DAYS 
JSP:HAG:1jt 


OG) 10 1975 


AIR MAIL 


Ms. Vivian L. Silas 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0070 


Dear Ms. Silas: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. rie re 


if you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 a of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


B 
Lpettl ti? ee 
ERBERT A. GOLDSMELE, JR. 


Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buftalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20530 


cea Reply to the 
Division Indicated NOTICE OF RIGHT TO 
and Refer to Initials and Number With IN 9 0 DAYS 
JSP:HAG:19t 


OCT 40 4975 


AIR MAIL 


MS. Dorothy Lathan 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0071 


Dear Ms. Latham: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 18¢ days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action,under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, aS amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. oo ee 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attormey may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
conveniént to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We reguest that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
Jd. DSUANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: if sag . 
j HERBERT A, GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity; 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


eS WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 
@. Reply to the 
Division Indicated : NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 


and Refer to Initiels sod Numbec 


JSP:HAG:1jt 


O07 1901975 


AIR MAIL 


Ms. Inez Charles 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0073 


2 ee apne ne nee ee 


Dear Ms. 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed hy this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you cre hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VIT of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. a Nora 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


| 
| 
| 
i 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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- 2- 
Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 


convenient to tne parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: 7 af 4 e 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 


Employment Section 


ccs Lloyd G; Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


— 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


= 3 
& f; 
@ Address Keply to the 
Diviaion Indicated NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
and Refer to Ivitials and Number WITHIN 90 DAYS 


SSP:HAG:1jt 


CCT 101975 


AIR MAIL 


Mr. Charles E. Campbell 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attomey and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0074 


Dear Mr. Campbell: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VIL of the Civil Rights Act o£ 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., ayainst 
the above-named respondent. eh tek 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
cSipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo; New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By 4 a ff ce 
bebe Weal henaiel ff 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 

Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buttalo, New York: \24202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


pe 
Roan’ Sete Re 


WASIUNGTON, D.C, 20530 


Addeesa Reoly to the 
Division Iadicated i OF RIGHT TO SUE 
i Hef ith N HtET TT A 
and e to {nitiala and Number ‘ ITHIN 90 DAYS 


JEPLHAG Lit 


oct 101975 


ec recene oer ne ee tae een 


AIR MAIL 


Ms. Betty Jo Travis 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0075 


Dear Ms.- Travis: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institate a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000¢e et seq.» against 
the above-named respondent. 


If you choose to commence a Civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days ofr your: re= 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
aS to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


ie ab ee 
fi ‘i s se 4 . 
ERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Atterney 


Empl yment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Burfalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


ee WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 
@..... Reply to the Sw 
Division [ndicated NOPICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
and Refer to Initials and Number WITHIN 90 DAYS 


JSP :HAG:1jt 


O01 101975 


AIR MAIL 


Ms. Rosie Lee Robinson 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 
510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0076 


Dear Ms. Robinson: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et Seq., against: 
the above-named respondent. 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re>- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Burfalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice.should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


f 


By: ¢f a: ae: 
bickhllIblwit &, 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 

ctormey 


Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Butfalo, New York (14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 


Address Reply to the 
Division Lodicated 5 OF RIGHT? TO SUE 


: aod Kefer to Initials and Number 
JSP :HAG:1jt 


AIR HAIL 


Ms. Alice W. Zealy 

c/o Emmelyn Logar-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charge Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
No. TBU4-0077 


Dear Ms. Zealy: 


Because you have filed a charge against the 
respondent named above and more than 180 days have 
elapsed since the Equal bay on ans Opportunity Com-— 
mission assumed jurisdiction over that charge, and 
no suit based on that charge has been filed by this 
Department, and since you through your attorney have 
specifically requested this Notice, you are hereby 
notified that you have the right to institute a civil 
action under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against 
the above-named respondent. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
& 
| 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice.. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo,. New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 
Jd. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: Js} - £ 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, JR. 
Attorney 


Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 


Address Reply to the 
SHGhceae Seaagabael NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE 
and Refer to Jaitials and Number arrettas . seh 
WITHIN 90 DAYS 
SP:HAG:1jt 


O0G1 4 1975 


MATL 


Irvin A. Gill 
Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
ttorney and Counselor at Law 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, Wew York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charges Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
NOS. TBU4-0056 and TBU4-0543 


Dear Mr. Gill: 


Because you filed the above charges with the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and more than 
180 days nave elapsed since the Commission assumed 
jurisdiction over those charges, and no suit based 
on those charges has been filed by this Department, 
and since you through your attorney have specifically 
requested this Notice, you are hereby notified that 
you have the right to institute a civil action under 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 
42 U.S.C. 2000e et seg., against the above-named re- 
spondent. 


If you cnoose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Buffalo, New York 14202. 


We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritoricus. 


Sincerely, 
J. STANLEY POTTINGER 


Assistant Attormey General 
Civil Rights Division 


By: an 
bechet bi Clone, 
HERBERT A. GOLDSMITH, 

Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

DLStrict Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 1¥%202 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


eS \- eoa e ite weg a Gat 
% Ba YVASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 
= Addeess Kenly to the 
Division Uudicated NOTICE OF RIGHT 
ad Rei Initia! ad Ny Wi irdaal? dei > 
an eiee to iale and Number WITHIN 99 DA 


JSP:HAG:1jt 


OG) 49 1975 


AIR MAIL 


Mr. Robert M. Ziegler 

c/o Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esquire 
Attorney and Counselor at Law 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: EEOC Charges Against Monroe County 
Department of Social Services 
Nos. TBU4-0139 and TBU4-0545 


Dear Mr. Zieglar: 


Because you filed the above charges with the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and more than 
180 days have elapsed since the Commission assumed 
jurisdiction over those charges, and no suit based 
on those charges has been filed by this Department, 
and since you through your attorney have specifically 
requested this Notice, you are hereby notified that 
you have the right to institute a civil action under 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 
42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq., against the above-named re- 
spondent. SL mith 


If you choose to commence a civil action, 
such suit must be filed in the appropriate United 
States District Court within 90 days of your re- 
ceipt of this Notice. 


Your attorney may inspect the investigative 
file pertaining to the case at a time and place 
convenient to the parties. That file is located 
in the EEOC District Office, One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020, Bukfalo, New York 14202. 

We request that you send this Department a 
copy of any complaint initiating suit. 


This Notice should not be taken to mean that 
an agency of the United States has made a judgment 
as to whether or not your charge is meritorious. 


Sincerely, 


J. STANLEY POTTINGER 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


eae 't oe, JR. 
Attorney 
Employment Section 


Lloyd G. Bell 

District Director 

Buffalo District Office 

Equal Employment Opportunity 
Comnission 

One West Genesee Street, 
Room 1020 

Buffalo, New York 14202 


CIV. 1 (2-64) 
SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION (Formerly D. C. Form No, 45 Rev. (6-49)) 


United States Bistrict Court 


FOR THE 


WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, MARIE FITZHUGH, 

HARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ''PAGE, DOROTHY DOBE’N, RAVELLA FLOYD, 

NEZ CHARLES, EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES, 

Civil, ACTION FILE No. 


NOCH MORRISON, RUBY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE SAILES, 
ETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER ROBINSON, 
LADIA FUENTES, VELMA WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN ] 

SILAS, BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
ARRIET WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY GRACE RUTHERFORD, 
DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES McDONALD, DAISY MAE BANKS 
MICHELLE COURNOYER, LUZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA 
fERGUSON, SADIE JOHNSON, individually and on behalf of 

BI her persons similarly situated 


Plaintiff s - SUMMONS 
v 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, JAMES 

EED, Director of Monroe County Department of Social 
Bervices, MONROE COUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OFFI¢E 
DF CIVIL SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
APPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil Service & 
ersonnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL RUSSO, Director of 
uman Resources of Monroe County and MONROE COUNTY 


Defendant 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


To the above named Defendants : 
You are hereby summoned and required te serve upon 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN 


plaintiff’s attorney ,whoseaddress 510 Powers Building, Rochester, New York 14614 


an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within 2g days after service of this 
summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be 


taken against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 


Clerk of Cowrt. 


Deputy Clerk. — 


Date: November 21, A975 [Seal of Court] 


NOTE:—This summons is issued pursuant to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 


RETURN ON SERVICE OF WRIT 


@ I hereby certify and return, that on the day of 


I received this summons and served it together with the complaint herein as follows: 


MARSHAL’S FEES 
Travel c.. 8 


Service 
' Deputy United States Marshal. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, a 
day of EA 


[SEAL] 


Note:—Affidavit required only if service is made by a person other than a United States Marshal or his Deputy. 


Plaintiffs 
ACTION 


Attorney for Plaintiff 


ee ne a 
eee nr ere eT EET 


FOR THE 
et al 


_... Western District of. 
et al 


FPL MI——-5-12-71-200M-6292 


United States District Court 


SUMMONS IN CIVi: 


Returnable not later than 


Irvin Gill, 


Monroe County Department of Social 
Services, 


after service. 


ae : INSTRUCTIONS: See “INSTRUCTIONS FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 
U 5 . MARSHALS SERVICE BY THE U.S. MARSHAL” on the reverse of the last (No. 5) copy of this 
_ form. Please type or print legibly, insuring readability of all copies. 
INSTRUCTION AND PROCESS RECORD Do riot detach any copies. 
COURT NUMBER 
i572 20 
TYPE OF WRIT Sup ONS 
Ar. Jee rinieth OF y OC te L 


OF INDIVIDUAL, COMPANY, CORPORATION, ETC., TO SERVE OR DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY TO SEIZE OR CONDEMN 


Pere Te - a ok SS oe TS oy SNe} ae Ae > Fs 45 =. ed a ed 
w@npoe County Devertme.zt of ok ole. Sary Lees 


> ADORESS (Street or RFD, Apartment No., City, State and ZIP Code 


eee nantes 


Jen Yor: 12620 
SEND NOTICE OF SERVICE COP Show number of this writ and rm NO. TOTAL 
tota} number of writs submit- Ex3 oe} 
ted, ie., 1 of 1, 1 of 3, ete. 1 jor 5 
| CHECK IF APPLICABLE: 
1 One copy for U.S. Attorney or designee and 
| two copies for Attorney General of the U. S. 
included. 


New York 14514 | SHOW IN THE SPACE BELOW AND TO THE LEFT 
| ANY SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS OR OTHR 
| INFORMATION PERTINENT TO SERVING THE 


| WRIT DESCRIBED ABOVE. 


Sr paket eee oe 
nOaA (OG PISS Gat! 


° 


ve-noted at the 
on the governmen 
of the Monroe 

ounty attorney or 


Ouun wo 


Cy 


at ay ye ~ a < ~ 
Treasurer’ OF (Oni 


B SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OR OTHER ORIGINATOR 
: eae are Gh) C4 ‘ han a 
SPACE BELOW FOR US5é 
Show amount of deposit (or applicable : DIST. OF = | DISTRICT 
pode) and sign USM-285 for first writ Ce ibe ORIGIN TO SERVE 
only if more than oze writ submitted. - ’ 
Tacknowledge receipt for the total number of : = 
writs indicated and for the deposit (if eppli- i : / 
cable) shown. : Pfivese 4 f Oa fee a. 
J hereby certify and return that Ih 
[=] “REMARKS,” the writ described on the individual, company, 
company, corporation, etc., at the address inserted below. 
I hereby certify and return that, after diligent investigation, I am unable to locate the individual, company, corporation, etc., 


named above within this Judicial District. 


ave personally served, have legal evidence of service, or have executed as shown in/ 
corporation, etc., at the address shown above or on the individual, 


A person of suitable age and 
: 1 discretion then abiding in the 
defendant's usual place of abode. 
FEE (If applicable) MILEAGE 


Ce 


DATE(S) OF ENDEAVOR (Use Remarks if necessary) DATE OF SERVICE | TIME SIGNATURE OF U. S. MARSHAL OR, DEPUTY / 
AM. is 


12/1795 parle sai 
REMARKS v 


3. NOTICE OF SERVICE 


U.235 (Ed. 7-1-70) 


’ ee a big 


~ U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE 


INSTRUCTION AND PROCESS RECORD 
eee cree eee ec re rece eee eer crear ee iGisaLisaaNNIAmaNAGNAE 
TAINTIFE 


* 6 


INSTRUCTIONS: See “INSTRUCTIONS FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 
BY THE U.S, MARSHAL” on the reverse of the last (No. 5) copy of this 
form. Please type or print legibly, insuring readability of all copies. 
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fof the plaintiz’s' complaint which state the names, race, employment, address,: 


citiz zenship, dai and allegations contained in paragraph desi 


| 
40, 


2, Admits so much of the allegations contained in plaintiffs’ com- 
" plaint which state specific statutes of the United States Code, the Constitution 
» the United States and various amendments exist but deny that any of the 


“above enumerated statu of law have been violated actually or in ses t by 


deny 2 any ySraplication of suet rotations by the de- 


‘ 5 : ‘ * 6 bye ae Sty ae ey pues 


abilits in’ the ins EO: Cases. 


3. Denies each and every allegation contained in the plaintiffs’ 


i complaint not heretofore s acifically admitted. 


cee eee oe TUS REN Ree SRN cere ce a 


a RR A NR se ae ny oom 


AS AND FOR A FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


1 
+ 


i 
! 
| 


h 4, The Monroe County Civil Service Commission, Office of Civil 


| : 
Service and Personnel of Monroe County, Fred Lapple, Executive Director, 
| 


Office of Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County, Gabriel Russo, 


: Director of Human Resources oi Monroe County and Monroe County, all above 
! 


i) 


‘named, have at all times hereinafter named complied with all of the requisites, 


: rules, regulations and laws of the State of New York, and of the United States . 
: i 


f and further pursuant to those laws have faithfully, fairly and accurately applied 


i those laws in all cdses and specifically to the instances raised by the plaintiffs 


in this action. 


The above named defendants maintain an office at the County 


‘ Office Building, 39 West Main Street, Rochester, New York 14014. 


6. That plaintiffs have failed to state a cause of action upon which 
I 5 : t 


" relief can be granted. 


AS AND FOR A SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


eee ane meee 
er een Oe eee ee ENT NE I STENTS ER I TRE FO 


7. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 
I each and every allegation contained in plaintiffs’ complaint as admitted by 


' defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "bd" - "6" inciusive. 


8. That the plaintiffs have no standing to institute this action. 


AS AND FOR A THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


a Hl ind ae a eee Ai ogden ae ten : Sa ee 


“That the de fender its 5 repeat and reallege as ‘it fully s set forth 
Sears. pu ‘ pee er ee et ee 


ee Spiele every eee Aarne’ in ee ‘fis’ iene as wovntice by 


» defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "5" - "8" inclusive. 


10. That upon information and belief three of the enumerated 


iparties are white citizens, two of the above plaintiffs are Span.sh surnamed 


Sar 


ae and the remainder are black citizens. That this joinder is improper 


~— 


and inconsistent with Title 28 and 48 of the United States Code enumerating 
ithe types and classes which qualify for attempted and defective class action 
and further the factual allegations as set forth in the plaintiifs' complaint 


allege a majority of the individuals who by their own admission have refused 


‘to even ak e Civil Service examination for nee ee denial] to en is 
! : . . 

Ap . is i . : fs y ‘ : oe # s ; 
eonmeand of sae taking said nt has failed mo bass ee or 
failed as to basic qualifications and a minority of the plaintiffs who have taken , 
Le : | 
.and pass d various examinations and evaluations and allegedly been denied 


il 
‘promotions, which again shows the plaintiffs to be inconsistent and failing to 


hed 


pon me eens tat ORE GE AE EE ONE OE ET HI ERE SEE me eae 7 ere mam eT 
valk 


: é : . ‘ 
‘qualify as a "class" as defined by the United States Code.. 
= 


AS AND FOR A FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


apeat and reallege as if Ses set forth 
each and every allegation contained in plaintifis’ complaint as eae by 


defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "5" - "10" inc}usive. 


a wr eee nonge oee 


Plaintiffs have failed to allege notification or an aiternpt at 


ary member of the class described in their com- 


Upon information and belief, all members of the class have 
not been individually notified nor has there been an attempt to notify the 


imembers of the class as described in plaintiffs’ complaint. 


14. Upon information and belief all members of the designated 


class haves a common Lemp eed are ated within the. Conary of Nis and - 


Us : ae ni ec a 
ay = * . 


+ jteir narnes and addresses may be ascertajr ed through reasonable effort. 


i 15. Plaintiffs failed to comply with requirements for a class 
i ; 
‘action under Federal Civil Procedure Rule 23 ( ‘Risen v. Carlisle and 


I 


Jacqueline etal 47 US. 106.) 


| 
| 
H 


- AS AND FOR A FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


s 


16. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 


s' complaint as admitted by 
! 
‘defendants and further as designated in p2 ragraphs No "10" inclusive. 


i 
d 


rere: oo eernemnrene meme semae mame 


acts which would entitle them to the relief requested and in fact their cause of 
i 


|. , 1% That the plaintiffs have failed in their complaint to allege any _ 
faction is without base or merit. 


AS AND FOR A SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


le. "That tie de iam nts repeat a and pealtaye as if fully set forth 
‘each and every allegation contained in plaintifis' complaint as admitted by 


defendants and further as designa in pare phs "5" - "12" inclusive. 


149 


That the plaint sh ce ii ieglar and Irvin | 
Gill currently nave an action pending before the New York State Division of | 
i Human Rights and are improperly joined in this class action having ele 
| 
" purs sue and placed the same defendants i 1 jeopardy of their base and allege 
; | 
-on the same alleged facts and circumstances which also makes thern et: 
t 
| ‘ly joined as to this action and they must, ‘having opted their remedy, be dis- | 


missed as party plaintiffs to this action and from maintaining any future 


action so long as the State proceedings still exist. 


foe esis DG alleem es eua Beane a 
po Aipeel gt Wet) te Ge Sa io eek nk 3 


peat ees 5 we NS gate ete cer 


WAS. AND FOR A SE nVENTH ABF IRMATIV » DEP ENSE i 


20. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 


: “each and every alleg: ition contained in plaintiffs' complaint as admitted by 


at 
{ 


. defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "5" - "14" inclusive. 


21. ‘That upon information and belief the above entitled action 
'has bean commenced without the know lédge and consent of all the narned 
» pla intiffs. That based upon the aforesaid facts, this proceeding must be 


i dismissed as to all parties and costs awarded to the defendants, and if any 


asuch action is again commenced, it should be on v rified complaint by all 


Ms 


% 


AND FOR AN EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


22. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 


— 


each and every allegation contained in plaintiffs’ complaint as admitted by 
i 

le 

i defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "5"-- "16" inclusive. 


. 


That under 42 USC §1983 the defendants Monroe County 
? Social Services, Office of Civil Service and Personnel of 


il Service Commission, and Monroe 
Hf 
t A ' . e Spi!" 4p ° ° * 6 
F County are rot "persons" within s2ic statute and this action as its said 


jismissed and as to the remaining individuals named as 


dolce in this action must also be dismissed for failure to state any 


} 


‘factual allegation which would allow the above quoted statute to apply. 


AS AND FOR A NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


24, That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 


-each and every allegation contained ir pags el comp ce asa admitted by 


‘, 
ihe 


defendants and further as designated reas UBM an nge, cele 


it . we . * te . . if . * ait . $ . . - + 
’ x . a - x * ahi ap a ry . . a . t -- 
ie as : 


9. That the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended by the Equal 


AS AND FOR A TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


26. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth 
each and every allegation contained in plaintifis' complaint as admitted by 


defendants and further as designated in paragraphs "0" - Te inclusive. | 


.al. That the plaintifis failed to state a cause of action. 


by their! 
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AS AND FOR AN ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


28.. That the defendants repeat and reallege as if fully set forth. 


teach and every allegation contained in plaintiffs' complaint as admitted by 


defendants and further as paragraphs "5". "22" inclusive. 


barred from maintaining this’ action 


c pee? acis c EP ee as of and ther 


al 


‘failure to tal late action prior to this proceeding and their failure to 


AS AND FOR A COUNTERCLAIM 
ON BEHALF OF THE ABOVE 
NAMED DEFENDANTS 
30. The above named defendants, Monroe County Civil Service 


Commission, had been compelled by virtue of this same cause of action to 


expend monies and suffer various costs, inconveniences and disruption of 


their normal and usual operation... ; - 


ee at OFe Rae eee te 


31. That the above losses are caused solely by the actions of the 


iplaintiffs in the proceeding, who have acted without any basis in law or fact. 
i . 

i 
| 


ih 


. 


32. The above named plaintiffs are therefore liable to the 


i 


defendants for all costs and injuries incurred. 


F 


: 
a 
a 
| 
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a WHEREFORE, Monroe County Civil Service Commission, Office 


of Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County, Fred Lapple, Executive 
' 

! 

if 


‘Director, Office of Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County, Gabriel 


‘Russo, Director of Human Resources of Monroe County and Mor roe County, 
{ 
fi 


respectfully move this Court to dismiss this cause of action with prejudice 
‘bnd for conipensation’ for losses as alleged in its counterclaim, and for such ~ 


further relief as to this Court may seem just and proper. Sale. 


WILLIAM J. STEVENS 
Monroe County Attorney 
JOSEPH C. PILATO, .of Counsel 
. Office & P. O. Address 
O7 County Office Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: (716) 428-5180 


a ctl aa 


; 
| 


. 
tw Hee ee eee 


- 


WILLIAM J. STEVENS, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 


‘that he is Attorney for the County of Monroe, the corporation named in the 


egoing papers; that he has read the foregoing Answer, Affirmative Defense, 


“Counterclaim and Motion to Dismiss and knows the contents thereof; that the 
“same is true to his own »~.owledge, except as to the matters therein stated to 
he alleged upon information and belief, and as to those matters he believes 


. jot to be brue. ... 
sh i ak a 


Deponent further says that the reason this verification is made 


Dy deponent, and not by the said County of Monr e, is the said County of 


‘Monroe is a corporation, and he is an officer thereof. 


‘Swornto before me > this | 


[4 ose ie E As copes 


2 £2 day of December, 1978. 


* 


William J. Stevens 
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UNITED STATES DISTRIC? COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 
MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ PAGE, 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOY. , INEZ CHARLES, 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY GEORGE HOLMES, 
ENOCH. MORRISON, RUBY BLACKW LL, ROSIE LEE 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DORUTHY LATHAM, 
LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA : ; 
WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, OL. REPLY 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 

HARRIET WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE ; Index No. CIV-75 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES - i 320 
McDONALD’. DAISY MAE BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, # 

LUZ MAKVINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, 
SADIE JOHNSON, individually and on behalf of 
all other persons similarly situated 


“e osk sk He 


a 


Plaintiris 


-against-— 


wh 4S Mh oak 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OV. CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and MONROE COUNTY 


Defendants 


ye Me OK Oe tle se ae om ke OM 


REPLY OF PLAINTIFFS TO COUNTERCLAIM OF DEFENDANTS, 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES AND JAMES REED, 
‘DIRECTOR OF MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES FOR 
LOSSES OF EXPENDITURE OF MONEYS AND COSTS, INCONVENIENCES, 
DISRUPTION OF OPERATIONS AND INJURY TO REPUTATION. 

1. Plaintiffs ‘allese that they are without sufficient 
knowledge or information to’ form a ‘belie®: as’ to the truch \ 
or falsity of the allegations contained in Paragraph ie. or | 
the counterclaim. | 
2. Plaintiffs deny the allegations of Paragraphs 19 ve 


20 of she counterclaim. 


IRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENS 
3. The eounterlaim fails to state a claim against 
Plaintifirs upon which reliel can be granted. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the court dismiss 
this counterclaim of the Defendants Monroe County Department 
of Social Services and James Reed, Director of Monroe County 


Department of Social Services, grant the Plaintiffs their 


attorney fees, costs and disbursements in defending this 


claim: and grant such other and further relief as to the sourt 


may seem just and proper. oO . 
f ry 
ow pe Uo fie 
SMELYN ‘LOGAN- BAG 

Lttorney for Plaintiffs 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


DATED: . December 17, 1975 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing Reply was served 
on the defendants herein by my causing a copy of the same 
to be mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, 


Esq., Assistant Monroe County Attorney, Monroe County Office 


Building, Main Street West, Rochester, New York and Charles 


G. Pinch, Esq., Chief Socitsi Serviees Counsel, Monroe County 


Social Services Department, 111 West fail Road, Rochester, 


New York 14620, this 29th day of December 1975. 
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UNITED STATES. DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS,# 
MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ PAGE, 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ CHARLES, 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES 
ENOCH MORRISON, RUBY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, 
LUTHER ROBIMSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA 
WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
HARRIET WEATHERS, LiNDA GAFFNEY, GRACE 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES 
McDONALD, DAISY MAE BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER 
LUZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, 
SAUTE JORNSON, andivaidually and ‘on behalf’ of 
all other persons. similarly situated 


3 


REPLY 


Index No. CIV-75- 
520 
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Piaintirrs, 
-against-— 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
CiVii; SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County. and MONROE COUNTY 


Hh oS SH oO SK OR OS oa 


is oo 


Defendants 


REPLY OF PLAINTIFFS TO COUNTERCLAIM OF DEFENDANTS, 
MONROE COUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL SERVICE 
OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED LAPPLE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
CIVIL SERVICE AND PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, GABRIEL RUSSO, 
DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES OF MONROE COUNTY AND MONROE COUNTY 
FOR COMPENSATION FOR LOSSES FROM THE EXPENDITURE OF MONEYS 
AND COSTS, INCONVENIENCES AND DISRUPTION OF OPERATIONS. 

Plaintiffs allege that they are without sufficient 

knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth 


or DTalsity Of the allegations icontained in Paragraph | 30 of 


counterclaim. 
2. Plaintiffs deny the allegations of Paragranpns. 31 
Be of the counterclaim. 
FIRST APFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
3. The counterclaim fails to state a claim against 
plaintifts upon which relief can be granted. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the court di 
the counterclaim of the Defendants Monroe County Civil 
service Commission, Office of Civil Service and Personnel 
Monroe County. Pred lapple, Executive Director, Office of 
Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County, Gabriel Russo , 
Director of Human Resources of Monroe County and Monroe 
County, @rant the Plaintiffs their attorney fees, costs and 
disbursements in defending this claim and Srant such other 


and further relier ie. ee) court 7 seem ae and proper. 


pee 


LLITH mea —— 

ESMELYA qn = ae a 
attorney: for Pist ¢; 
510 Pow ees ee, 
r 


Rochester, New York 1461" 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


ATED: December 17, 1975 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby tify that the forepoing Reply was served on 
the defendants herein by my causing a eopy of the same to 
be mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, 
Esq., Assistant Monroe County Attorney, Monroe County Office 
Building, Main Street West, Rochester, New York and Charles 


G. Finch, Esq., Chief Social Services Counsel, Monroe County 


Social Services Department, 111 Westfall Road, Rochester, 


New York 14620, this £9th day of December 1975. 
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‘ UNITED STAT=S DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 
MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ PAGE, 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ CHARLES, 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES, 
ENOCH. MORRISON, RUDY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, 
LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA 
WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
HARRIET WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES 
MCDONALD, DAISY MAE BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, 
LUZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, = : 

SADIE JOHNSON, individually and on behair of  #°7¥*% ACTION 
all other persons similariy situated, NO 75-520 


J NOTICE 70. 
PRODUCE 
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BY 


Plaintiffs, 
-against-— 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Sexvices, MONROE COUNTY | 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL Ck MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and MONROE CQUNTY, 


Defendants. 


Mook Se cK oe Ok ck Hod oe ae ck CR ok a OK Om 


Pursuant to the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 34(b) the 
defendants are vequired to produce for copying and inspection 


at the offices cf Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esq., Attorney for 
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| 
| 
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Plaintiffs, 510 Powers Building, Rochester, New York 14614 on 


February 4, 5 and 6, 1976 between the hours of 


between the hours of 9:15 a.m. and 12:00 noon and 1:15 p-m. and 


5:00 p.m. on each day the following documents: 
(1) The personnel records, including, einployment 
applications, indicating of race, sx, mational erigin, 


educational background, work experierice, attendance records, 


evaluations, commendations, criticisms, salary experience, 


results on all 


(1) 


(2) 
(a) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
we, 


(9) 
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examinations administered by defendants, 


advancement experience, requests for transfer and/or promotion, 
educational opportunities provided by defendants, provisional 
appointments granted by defendants, or like documents of any 


nature whatsoever of the following: 


Each of the 36 named members of the class herein, 
Hlaintiffs in this action. : 

Mary Elizabeth Newman 

Earl Brown 

Lois Peckens 

Alan Zuefelt 
Helen O'Neill 
Andrea Myers 
William Carreo 
Noel Marianetti 
Shirley Harvey 
John Farie 

Donald Shulman 
Bligabeth Petts 
Jonn: Rosabi 
Larry Okley 
Thomas Kirpatrick 
James Hdffen 
Raymond Becker 
William Gascoigne 
James Hays 
Dorothea Gage 


Darlene Dhalle Muns (Robinson) 


il61 


ea 


et 


Ellen Gould 
Barbara Sheehy 


Kay Parrell 


Sandy Rubin 


Bob Meteor 
Beatrice Montgomery 
Michael Serve 

B. Vegel 

FP. LoZzuzzo 

Morton Levy 
Burton Richardson 
E. Davis 

Hh. Infarinato 
Bayla Weinstein 
M. Ruggiero 
Gloria Forgione 
A. Bolognesi 

R. Otterbein 
Marietta Lombardo 
R. Harrison | 
James Lanning 
Arnold Gissin 
Carl Feinstock 
Michael Chervenic 
Susan VanStrydonck 
Paul Schmidt 


Armendo Paras 


Spyeurnocabpemp-vennyierei teen ee en 
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Merritt Diamond 
Joseph Lusk 
Janice Reif 
Eloise Runion 
Lawrence Tranello 


Marty Fallon 


,lerence Brennan 


Mary Ellen Budinski 
Margery Ellzey 
Alberta Hotchkiss 
Richard Kassel 
Gary Dean 

Louise DeLaus 
Jeff Burdick 
Nancy O'Neill 
Edward Phenninger 
Hilda Giambra 
Mary Lou Miller 
Mary Farren 

Jack Carreo 

Paul Caccamise 
Charles Haasis 
Cindy Lewis 
Jacqueline Pinch 
James Anderson 
Leo Bosner 


sk Rosati 


2. The document and/or documents constituting the 
affirmative action plan or plans of the 
any mini affirmative action plan of the Monroe County Department 
of Social Services and any documents and/or documents of like 
nature or description whatsoever, including, without intending 
to Limit, all supporting documents for each plan, 


£ 


to each plan, all revisions of éach plan ed at background 
materials for each plan, whether such background materials 
be considered as primary or secondary, from 1955 to date 

3. All writings of any nature whatsoever which 
interpret, revise or supplement each affirmative action plan of 
the County of Monroe and any separe’e¢ plan of the Monroe County 
Department of Social Seryices anda like document of any 
nature whatsoever, from 1965 to vate. 

4. All writings of any nature whatsoever Wien. 
comment formally or informally upon the effects, ramifications 


and/or projected results of any affirmative action plan of 


Monroe County and any mini plan or separate plan of the Nonroe. 


County Department of Social Services and any other writing of 
like nature or description whatsoever, from 1965 to date. 

5. All writings of any nature whatsoever constituting 
compliance vevieus or audits or findings or recommendations 
of compliance reviews or audits of employment aero of 

oe County or the Monroe County Department of Social 

Services, whether those reviews be described as regular, special 
or pre-aviard, conducted by any government agency, whether federal 


or state, and including, without Limitation, ali writings 
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rurnisned sovernm agency or writings from a government 
agency in connection with comoliance reviews and/or audits and 
any writing of any like nature whatsoever, from 1965 to date. 

6. All writings of any nature whatsoever which 
comment formally or informally, officially or unofficially, on 
areas or points of compliance or non-compliance relating to the 


affirmative action plans of Monroe County or Monroe County 
Department of Social Services or any document of like nature or 
description whatsoever, from 1965 ta date. 

7. All writings, including without limitation, 

EEO-1 forms, of any nature whatsoever (a) requested by and (ob) 
supplied to any federal or state government agency to enable the 
agency to reach its determination as to compliance sas non- 
compliance with the af “irmative action plans of Monroe County 

or the Monroe County Department of Social Services or any like 
documert of any nature whatsoever, from 1965 to date. 

8. All writings of any nature whatsoever, 
including, without limitation, informal and unofficial comments 
or recomme:dations of members of investigating teams of any 
federal or state government agency relating in any way to the 
organization, structure, or content of the affirmative action 
plans of Monroe County or the Monroe County Department of 
Social Servises and any document of any like nature or 
description whatsoever, from 1965 to date. 

9. The document and/or documents of the respondents 
showing the name, race, Sex, date of Hire; classificavion,, pay- 
rate, salary experience, advancement experience, prior 
experience, educational background and length of service for 
all employees of the Monroe County Nepartment of Social Services 


from 1965 to date. 
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nowing the pay 
appointment and criteria for appointment 

for all positions in the Monroe County Department of Social 
Services from 1965 to date. 

11. Tne document and/or documents of the defendants 
Showing the name, race, sex, date of hire, classification, 
pay-rate, Salary experience, advancement experience, prior 
experience, educational background and length of service for 
all employees of the Monroe County Department of Social Services 
who have received merit inereases in pay from 1965 to date. 


12. The flow-charts on employees of the Monroe County 


Department of Social Services from 1965 to date. 


| 
nis The document and/or documents of the Monroe County 


Department of Social Services containing all policies on employee 
salaries, including, without intending to limit, the policy of 
paying employees a higher salary for having graduate education 
from 1965 to date. 

14. The document and/or documents constituting the 
written tests for positions in the Monroe County Department of 
Social Services from 1965 to date. 

15. The document and/or documents of the Monroe 
County Department of Social Services showing the name, race, 
sex, date of hire, classification, pay-rate,salary experience, 
advancement experience, prior experience, educational background 
and 1 sth of service for all employees of the Monroe County 
Social Services Department and/or applicants for employment with 
the Monroe County Social Services Department who received 
provisional appointments to positions in the Monroe County 


Department of Social Services from 1965 to date. 


cumensS and/or documents constituting any 
luation and/or review or any document of like 
nature or description of the Monroe County Department of Social 
services from 1965 to date, including, without intending to 
limit, any study undertaken as a result of the December L972— 
December 1973 affirmative action program of the County of Monro 
and the Barrington Study of the Monroe County Department of 
Social Services (Industrial Management Council study ) conducted 
approximately 1972. 
i7. All reports of the Office ar Civil Service - 


Personnel and Human Relations Committee to the Monroe County 


Manager re the operation of the Monroe County affirmative action 


plan or any document of like nature whatsoever, from 1965 to date 


18. All writings, including without limitation, . 
reports, or any document of like nature or description whataneve: 
from Monroe County Department heads to the Monroe County 
Affirmative “Action Couneil from 1965 to date. 

19. With respect to the County of Monroe December 31, 
1972 - December 31, 1973 Affirmative Action Plan, subsection 
III Recruitment Activities, all writings demonstrating 
implementation of those Provisions including, without intending 
£0 Limit, all writings showing contact with minority or womens 
groups regarding recruitment of personnel for Monroe County 
positions, all writings listing cooperation between Monroe 
County and community action agencies in regard to filling Monroe 
County vacancies with trainees, the separate file kept by Monroe 


County on minority and womens applications for Monroe County jobs 


2rd to Monroe County Affirmative Action 
moer 31, 1972-December Scie 9 Subsection IV Full 
Utilization of Abilities, all documents demonstrating 
implementation of the provisions, including, without intending 
vice Personnel field Survey, 
of placing employees with under-utilized skills in job vacancies, 
the record of elimination of all irrelevant qualifications from 
each job title, the record of creation of trainee p 
the record 
December 1972 to date. 
2) ith respect to the Monroe County Affirmative 
Action Plan December 31, 1972-Dece: YP SL, 1973, subsectian ¥ 
Job Structuring and Upward Mobility, all writings of any nature 
whatsoever relating to implementation of those provisions, 


including, without intending to ,amit., the training survey of 


Monroe County Personnel undertaken by the University of Rochester 


School of Management under Dean Koch and Bernard Bass, all in 
Service training programs of the Monroe County Department of 
Social Services, all career counseling and GSuidance programs of 
the Monroe County Department of Social Services, from December 
1972 to date. 

ae. In bopaee to the Monroe County Affirmative 
Action Plan December 31, 1972-De . » 4913, subsection VI 
Complaints of Discrimination the record indicating name of 
complainant and disposition of complaint from December 1972 to 
date. 

23. PAST Te 2 Monroe ity Aflirmative 
Action Plan r er 31, 1973, Subsection Vii 


Showing implementation 


69 
provisions, including, without intending to limit, all 
criteria established by the Equal Employment Opportunity Officer 
relating to evaluation of affirmative action pian 
annual reports of the Eqial Employment Opportunity Officer to the 
Monroe County Manager sho owing Monroe County's progress on 


affirmative action, all analyses of flow of minoritie: through 


lection and testing process in order to discover potential 


Plan December 31, 1972-December 31, 1973, subsection VIII 
Training and Education of the Equal Employment Opportunity Staff, 
all documents showing implementation of those provisions, 
including, without intending to limit the record of staff 
attendance at seminars and lectures to improve and implement the 
affirmative action plan, the training of department heads in 
man relations, knowledge of different eultures, conflicts 
caused by socio-economic differences, from December 1972 to 
date. 
25. In regard to the 1974 Affirmative Action Plan 
of the Monroe County Department of Social Services: 
(a) All writings regarding the review of all job 
titles and assessment of minority representation on the staff. 
(b) All writings regarding the active seeking and 
recruiting of qualified mi: orities for vacancies. 
(c)° All written totoriattoan to new and on-staff 
employees regarding promotion opportunities within their titles 


a 


and related lateral opportunities, identifying qualifications, 


| 
{ 
ion, from December 1972 to date 
24. In regard to the Monroe County Affirmative Action 


skills, and process for seeking prumotions. 
Ca.) AQ) writings regarding continuation of posting { 


of possible vacancies and lateral openings. 


(e) All writings relating to the review of 179 


job calssirications 2nd requirements and tne recommendations 
to the Civil Service Commission. 

All writings relating to employment and 
career counseling. 

&) All writings regarding the institution of and 
work of the Affirmative Action Review Committee. 

(h) All writings regarding the two affirmative 
action workshops. 

(i) All writings regarding in-service and 
specialized training programs. 

(ij) All writings relating to the review of union 
contracts to assure no actual or heeds discrimination. 

(k) |All writines) of the Deputy Director of 
Human Relations to: 

(1) Review minority staffing patterns in 
the Sociai Services Department and advise the Director of staff 
needs for minorities and women. 

(2) Review of department personnel policies, 
procedures and recommended changes to assure equal employment 
opportunities. 

C3) Provide information, consultation and 
technical assistance to the Director and all management staff 
on affirmative action. 

(4) Select and direct activities of the 
Affirmative Action Review Committee. 

(5) Expand and establish new recruitment 

for qualitfie@® mMingrities ang. women. 
Review possivle discriminatory practices 


and discrimination in the Department and advise Director and 


ae 
26. 
Action Plan Revised July 1, 1974, subsections IV Communication 
of Affirmative Action, V A,B,C,D,E and FP, Recruitment, Selection, 
Classification and Job Restructuring, Training, Complaints of 


| 
| 
| 


Discrimination and Contract Compliance, all writings of any 


nature whatsoever implementing those provisions from July Ls 


1974 to date. 


27. With respect to the Monroe County Affirmative 
Aetion Plan Revised July 1, 1974, subsection VI and VII, 


Departmental Affirmative Action Plans and Evaluation and Review, 


all writings showing implementation of those provisions, 


including, without intending to limit, the semi-annual review 


of employment data by the affirmative action coordinator and 


the quarterly reports of the affirmative action coordinator 


to the County Manager on problems and progress in the 


development of affirmative action programs, from July 1, 29748 So 


date. 


28. In regard to the Monroe County Department of 


Social Services Affirmative Action Plan - 1975, the Department's 
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central affirmative action file, the Department's file on ali 
minority applicants, and all writings of any nature whetsoever 
implementing Sections I - III, V- VIII of the plan from 
January 1, 1975 to date. 

29. The training survey for Monroe County developed 
by ECon Associates. 

30. All writings, studies, reports or documents 
of like nature or description of the Monroe County Affirmative 


Aetion Advisory Council, from 1965 to da 


te. 


. 


31. All writings from the Monroe County Department 


_ of Social Services to the Monroe County Department of Social 
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Services Minority Recruitment Committee or all writings from the 
Monroe County Department of Social Services Minority Recruitment 
Committee to the Monroe County Department of Social Services 
from 1965 to date. 

32. Organization charts of the Monroe County Department 
of Social Services from 1965 to date. 

33. The job evaluation study of the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, approximate date June 1972. 

gu. The veport on employment of women and minorities 
by Monroe County and/or Monroe County Department of Social 
Services filed with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
approximately October 1973. 

35... Monroe County Budget book for each of the years 
1965 to date. 

36. All writings relating to the applications for 
employment with Monroe County Department of Social Services, 
including, without intending to limit, the writings reflecting 
action of the Monroe County Department of Social Services in 
evaluating and/or acting upon the applications gf: Beatrice 
Hill, Patricia Walker, Hilda Rosario, Pablo Rivera, Carol 
Gilbert, Dolores Frazer, from 1965 to date. 

37. The document and/or documents of the Monroe 
County Social Services Department showing the name, race, sex, 
date of hire, classification, pay-rate, salary experience, 


advancement experi ence, educational background 


and lengtn cof vies : m yee of the Monroe County 


H 
f 
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ociai Services who have represented the 
Department at conferences and meetings outside the Department 
from 1965 to date. 

38. The memorandum and/or writing from James Reed, 
Director of Monroe County Department of Social Services or other 
employee of Monroe County Social Services Stating that employees 
of the Department who would talk with the oe media in 
connection with discrimination complaints filed with the Equal” 
Employment Opportunity Commission would pub their jobs in 
jeopardy or any like writing or memorandum of any hature 
whatsoever, from 1965 to date. 

39. Memoranda of Irvin A. Gill to the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services relating to discrimination 
in the Department, approximate dates, January 18, 1965 and 
June 23, 1972. 

40." All writings relating to Irvin A. Gilits 
attendance at graduate school at the University of Buffalo, 
1964 and 1965, including without antending to limit. ak 
documents or writings, commenting upon the appropriateness of 
Such attendance, his qualifications for such attendance and the 
expectation of benefit from such attendance. 

#1. All writings of Irvin A. G111 to the Monroe 
County Department of Social Services or other Monroe County 
agency regarding employment discrimination and all responses 
rom any Monroe County agency to those complaints from 1965 to 
date. 

42. The exams which Irvin A. Gili, Earl Brown, Helen 
O'’Neliil and Ucis Feckens took in 1971 for general case 


Supervisor of the Monroe County Department of Social Services, 
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together with 
and rankings. 

43. All writings of any nature whatsoever including 
without limitation, any notes on the interviews of Irvin A. Gill, 
Helen O'Neill and Lois Peckens and/or conversations with either 
of the three relating to the appointment of a general case 
supervisor in 1971, Prom’ 1971 to date: 

uy, All writings of 2ny nature whatsoever in 
connection with a meeting of James Feed, Irvin A. Gill and 
others: on August 125, 19/3) includane, without) intending. to 
limit, all writings relating to the complaint of Ravella 
Floyd, then under discussion, and/or the discussion between 
Mr. Reed and Mr. Gill and/or others regarding employment 
opportunities for Mr. Gill and/or minorities in general in the 
Monier County Department of Social Services, from August 15, 
1973 to date. | 

He AL writings of any nature whatsoever relating 
to Irvin A. Gill's request of the Monore County Department. of 
Social Services or any other Monroe County agency for advance- 
ment opportunities, together with all responses to such request, 
from 1965 to date. 

46. All writings of any nature whatsoever regarding 
the request of Irvin A. Gill for a leave of absence from the 
Monroe County Department of Social Services in the spring of 
19075 including any Gommunication from Irvin. A. Gill to any 
Monroe County agency and any reply of any Monroe County 
Agency to such communication, from January 1975 to date. 

writings reflecting special assignments 


for Robert 
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4&. All writings of commendation of the work of Robert 
il. Zieglar from 1963 to date, whether from “Ionrve County 
Social Services personnel, Monroe County personnel and/er a 
any outside agency. 

49. All writings of commendation of the work of 
Irvin A. Gill from 1959 to date, whether from Monroe Count» 
Social Services personnel, Monroe County gasses ana/or any 
Qutside agency. 

50. The document and/or documents showing the 
establishment of the WIN program including staffing, budget 
and any changes thereto from 1968 to date. 

51. All writings relating to the employment of Robert 
M. Zieglar as the Coordinator of the WI!!! program in 1968, 
including, without intending to limit, writings to or from 
William B. Woods relating to the appointment of Robert M. 
Zieglar from 1965 to date. 

52. All writings relating to the demotion of Robert 
M. Zieglar from Coordinator of the WIN program to senior case 
worker in December of 1971, from December 1971 to date. 

53. All writings showing the pay, classification, 
job title and job duties of Robert M. Zieglar from December 1971 
to date including, without intending to limit, all writings 
relating to his designation as a "worker" in the WIN program, 


his designation as an "assistant team manager" in the WIN 


program, from December 1971 to date. 


54. The job description, job classification, pay scale 


and employment criteria, including, tests, written or oral, 


for all vositions in the WIN program in the Monroe County 


2a Services. from 1968 to date. 


jie itl writings of any nature whatsoever in 
connection with the appointment of Morton Levy as Coordinator 
of the WIN program in 1972, the designation of Robert M, 
Zieglar as his "assistant" and Levy's subsequent removal from 
this position, from January 1972 to date. 

56. The memorandum of Robert M. Zieglar to the Monroe 
County Department of Social Services dated approximately 
September 21, 1972 and any response thereto and/or written 
comment thereon of any nature whatsoever, from September 1972 
to date. 


57. All writings in connection with the appointment 


of Alberta Hotchkiss as Coordinator of the WIN program in 2973, 


from January 1973 to date, including, without intending to 
on communicating the job opening to other 
employees and the proces; of evaluating Alberta Hotchkiss’ 
Qualifications for the position. 
58. - All documents of any nature whatsoever in 
regard to the evaluation of Robert M. Zieglar by Alberta 
Hotchkiss in 1972 and all documents relating to all subsequent 
evaluations, including, without intending to limit, all 
documents in connection with Robert M. Zieglar's complaint 
about those reviews and the consideration by the Monroe County 
Social Services Department of those complaints from January 
£973 60 date 
59. ALL writings constituting evaluation criteria used 
by the defendants in evaluating the employees of the Monroe 
County Department of Social Services from 1965 to date. 
All Stitings reflecting reorganization of the 


Monroe County Derertment Social Services from 1971 to date. 


61. All documents relating to the New Careers 

Program of Monroe County, from 1968 to date, including, without 
: intending to limit, the establishment of the program, the funding 
Sof the program, t!] staffing of the program, the enrollment 
hain the program, purpose of the program and the effectiveness 
i of the program. 
62. All writings of any nabare whatsoever 
» the policy of defendants in determining how and to 
| provisional appointments are made, from 1965 to date. 

63. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
policy of defendants in determining how and to whom and 
often merit increases in pay are given, from 1965 to date. 


64. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 


the policy of defendants in providing bilingual positions for 


Spanish-surnamed employees, from 1965 to date. 

65. “AI writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
the policy of defendants in providing guidance and/or training 
to employees in preparation for Civil Service examinations, 
from 1965 to date. 

66. All documents or writings of any nature whatsoever 
in regard to validation studies of defendants’ Civil Service 
examinations undertaken by or on behalf of defendants from 
1965 to date. 

67. All documents or writings of any nature whatsoever 

regard to validation studies of educational criteria, "time 
any other job criteria for each position 
Department of Social Services, undertaken 


1965 to date. 


7s. 


68. #11 writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 


on wnat date each Civil Service examination for each position 


; at the Monroe County Department of Social Services was given; 
the title of the examination; the persons or organization who 


‘ prepared the e.amination; the names, addresses, race, sex 


_and social security numbers of all who took each examination 
i with indicating whether they passed or failed; and eligibility - 
lists resulting from each examination, from 1965 to date, 

il 69. <All writings of any nature whatsoever indicatin 
whether seniority points, or any other sort or additional 

| points are given on scoring Civil Service examinations, and 

| the manner in which the cut off pass/fail score of each 
examination is determined, from 1965 to date. 

70. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
residency requirements and/or waiver thereof as & prerequisite 
for taking defendants’ Civil Service examination, from 1965 
!to date. 

! (lL. All Writings or reports of any nature whatsoever 
;made to determine if a higher proportion of minority persons, 
‘relative to non-minority persons, have failed the written 
Civil Service examinations of defendants, from 1965 to date. 

72. All writings of any nature whatscever indicating 
: the policy/custom of defendants, from 1965 to date, in regard 


to the length of time an employee can remain in a provisional 


position in each job classificaticn at the Monroe County 


Department of Social Services without passing a Civil Service 


‘ 


examination for the vosition. 


13. Bil gel eane nature whatsoever indicating 
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moloyvess of defendants remain 
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before promotion. 

of any nature whatsoever indicating 
. the names of a (a) minority employees (b) and women with 
: Supervisory responsibilities and/or supervisory job titles 
“in each supervisory position at the Monroe County Department 
|, of Social Services each yeir from 1965 to date. 

75. All writings of any nature idint meaced indicating 
the names of (a) minority employees and(b) women with 
ii administrative responsibilities in each job classification 
‘at the Monroe County Department of Social Services which is 
i not filled through appointment from Civil Service eligibility 
f 54eks geek year from 1965 to date. 

76. <All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
| the total number of case aides employed by defendants ,the 
itotal number of case aides who are minorities, the total number 
li of case aides promoted by defendants, the names, sex and race 
| of those case aides promoted by defendants, each year from 
i} 1965 to date. | 

77. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
i the total number of homemakers employed by defendants, the 
i total number of homemakers who are minorities, the total number 
lor homemakers promoted by defendants, the names, sex and race 


of those homemakers promoted by defendants, each year from 


ii 1965 to date. 


78. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
the total number of caseworkers employed by defendant, the 
total number of caseworkers who are minorities, the total number 
Of Casevorkers Dror. s>fendants, the names, sex and race 


mo 


+ Of those cassvorkers orom by defendants, each year from 


writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
of senior caseworkers employed by defendants, 
total number of senior caseworkers -he are minorities, 
total number of senior caseworkers pronoted by defendants, 
names, sex and race of those senior‘ caseworkers {promoted by 
defendants, each year from 1965 to date. 

80. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
the total number of examiners employed by defendants, the 
total number of examiners who are minorities, the total number 
of examiners promoted by defendants, the names, sex and race 
of those exaininers promoted by defendants, each yeur from 1965 


to date. 


81. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 


the names, sex and race of those employees who are no longer 


eligible to receive increiiental annual. salary raises unless. 


they. are promoted to another job classification, 1965 to date. 


82. All writings of any nature whatsoever in regard 


to whether there has ever been any sort of a "freeze" on 


incremental annual salary raises for any position at the Monroe 


County Department of Social Services from 1965 to date. 
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83. All writings of any nature whatsoever in regard 


to defendants’ policy of providing educational leave with and/or 


without pay to the employees 1955 to date. 
84. All writings of any nature whatsoever in regard 
to defendants’ policy of granting leave of absence to their 


employees from 1965 


of any nature whatsoever indicating 


Salary experience, advancement experience, prior experience, 
educational background and length of rice for all employees 


> Mann a a! VU nHoartr > 1 a a ¢ < se vi Cc 
of the Monroe County Department of Social Services who 
{ 


e, date of hire, classification, pay rate, 11 
| 
| 


received educational leave with pay each year from 1965 to date. 
86. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
he name, sex, race, date of hire, classification, pay rate, 


Salary experience, advancement experience rior experience 
Pp > > 


educational background and length of service for all employees 
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received educational leave without pay each year from 1965 to 
! date. 
| 
o @7. <All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
ee Olicy or practice in regard to how assignments 
particular geographical offices are made, 
from 1965 to date. 
88. Al. writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
‘how many of defendants' minority caseworkers are presently 
i; assigned to carry trnercetty caseloads and how many are presently 
' assigned to carry suburban caseloads. 
89. All writings of any nature whatsoever indicating 
the present average size caseload for a caseworker at the 
| tseatile County Department of Sociai Services. 
90. A copy of the July 19, 1975 issue of Brass Tacks. 
92:2 Bil Weitings - egard to the policy or practice of 
Gqefendanes. in Virine. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing Notice to Produce 
was served on the defendants by my causing a copy thereof 
to be mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, 
Esq., Assistant Monjoe County Attorney, Monroe County Office 
Building, Rochester, New York 14614, and Charles Finch, Esq., 
Senior Attorney, Monroe County Department of Social Services, 
111 Westfall Road, Rochester, New York 14620, this 3lst day 


of December 1975. 


ra 


Emme lyn / ences Bardwin 
Attorney oper Plaintiffs 
Office ana P.O. Address: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
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FOR THE WEST 


Talc COURT 


ISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
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IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 
MARIE FITZEU. 4, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEX PAGE, 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEX CHARLES. 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES. 
ENOCH MORKISON, RUBY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, 
LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA 
WILLIAMS, LULORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
HARRIET WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES. 
McDONALD, DAISY MAE BANKS. MICHELLE COURNOYER, 
"JZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON,  * FIRST 
SADIE JOHNSON, individually and on behalf of #.. | 
all other persons similarly situated x INTERROGATORIES 
PROPOUNDED BY 


PLAINTIFFS 
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Plaintirfs 


Civil Action No. 


13-520 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
' RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and MONROE COUNTY 


Defendants 


& 
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| ~against- 
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Plaintiffs request that defendants, by an officer or 
agent competent to testify concerning the facts about which 
Pa } inquiry 18 made, answer under oath, in accordance with Rule 33 


of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the following 


Interrogatories. The information requested in each Interrogatory 


is to be answered separately as to each year 


from 1965 to the 


present unless otherwise indiceted. In lieu Of Ideneityging 


particular documents, such documentS may, at your option, be 


attached to the answers to these Interrogatories. 


Thes t gatories shall be deemed continuing 
and shall be supplemented when necessary to reflect events 
occurring and information becoming available subsequent to the 
Tilang of initial answers. Defendants are requested to answer 
every portion of each inquiry to the. extent that there is no 
specific objection to each such portion. 

For the purposes of these Interrogatories the 


following definitions apply: 


AS AS used herein “identify” and “state the identity 
of," when used in reference to: 

Le Documents shall mean to state the date, 
author, sender, recipient, type of document, (i.e... a letter, 
telegram, memorandum, book, chart, etc.) or other means of 
identifying it, and its present location or custodian, and in 
the case of a document within the possession, custody or control 
of defendants, whether defendants will make it available to 
plaintatis’ ee for inspection and/or copying: and in the 
ease of a document that was, but is no longer, in the possession, 
custody, or control of defendants, what disposition was made 
Of 20. 

2. Communication or communications shall 
mean to state the date, communicator, communicatee, any other 
person present at or overhearing the communication and the nature 
of the communication and shall include any oral, written or 
visual contact between two or more persons wherein any informatio 
or document was exchanged between two or more persons; 

Su Data shall mean any document or 
communication.as defined above and as referred to in the 


instructionss 


o 


hy, Source shall mean to state each of bess 


and 3 above which relate to the topic being inquired about; 


5. Person shall mean an individual, rin, 
partnership, corporation, proprietorship, joint venture, 
association, governmental bureau, branch, or agency, or any other 
organization or entity. In each case a response shall state the 
full name and present or last-known position or job classificatio 


o- 


and business affiliation of an individual. 


fate As used herein, “relating to” means in any way, 
directly or indirectly, concerning, referring, or relating to, 
analyzing, considering, supporting, qualifying or negating. 

a "Date" shall mean the exact day, month and 
year if ascertainable, or if not, the best approximation. 

oe "Place" shall mean the exact location, pa 
ascertainable, within a building, which shall also be identified, 
or any other: location if applicabie and ascertainable or if noc. 
the best approximation. 

E. The term "white" when used in reference to a 
person, employee or applicant does not include Spanish-surnamed 
Americans. In this regard, when a question requires the identif-— 
ication of individuals by national origin, information on 
Spanish-surnamed Americans should be separately listed. 

se The serm "minority person" means a person who is 
Black or Hispanic (Spanish-surnamed). 

G:. The terms "validation" or "validate" when used 
in reference to an examination or other employment criterion refe 
to efforts to determine whether the examination or other employ- 


ment criterion is a valid predictor of job performance. 


13$ 
in answering each of the following Interrogatories, 


you are requested to identify all data relied upon by you in 


answer to each part, paragraph, or subparagraph thereof, and-= 


to state the identification of each person answering each 


Interrogatory. 


INTERROGATORIES 


he For each geographical office maintained by the 
Monroe County Department of Social Services in the County of 
Monroe state: 
its mame; 
its’ Jo¢cauzons 
the date since it has been in uke te 


the defendant. 


Sane State the number of employees at each office 
identified in the answer to Interrogatory No. l, ne of January 
1 of each year from 1965 to the present. 
Sie For each office identified in the answer to 
Interrogatory No. 1, state: 
a. the name of each job category in 
the office, from 1965 to the present 
indicating the time period in whieh each. 
job category was dniuse:ed in the office; 
the duties performed and/or responsibilitie 
fulfilled by employees in each job 


category; 


the rate of pay for each job 
category as of January 1, 1965 and 
January 1 for each Succeeding year 


until January 1, 1975; 


the present rate of pay for each 

job category; 

the Humber Of (1) alt employees, 

(2) white male employees (3) white 
female employees (4) black male 
employees (5) black female employees 
(6) Spanish-surnamed American male 
employees (7) Spanish—surnamed American 
female employees in each Shift or each 


job category as of January 1, of each 


year from 1965 to 1975 and as of the 


present; 


those job categories in which the 
employees were represented by a "labor 
organization", as that term is defined 
in 42 U.S.C. §2000e(d), as of January 1, 


of each year from 1965 to 1976; and as of th 
Present: 


‘the name and address of each labor 
organization which represented employees 
in a particular job category identified 
in answer to part tr). indicating the 
job categories the labor organization 
represented, and the dates within which 


labor organization represented these 


the title and dates of any agreement 
into which any of defendants entered 


with the labor organizations. 


4K, Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 
documents, all documents in the defendants’ possession, subject 
to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatory 3 and 
State to which subsection each such document is relevant. 


5. State the number of applications for employment 


with the Monroe County Department of Social Services there were 


during each year from January 1, 1965 to January 1, 1975, and ue 
from January i, 1975 Co the present, by (1) aii applicants 
(2) white male applicants (3) white female applicants (4) black 
male applicants (5) black female applicants (6) Spanish-surnamed 
American male applicants and (7) Spanish-surnamed American 
female yeti ante. 

6. State, separately for each numbered part of 
the response to Interrogatory 5 above: 

a. the number of applicants considered 
qualified, under whatever standards were 
then in use, to be employed by the defend- 
ants in any capacity, peer reieed of 
whether any such jobs were then availabie 


and regardless of whether the applicant 


was in fact hired by the defendants. 


the number of applicants considered not 
qualified, under whatever standards were 
1 in use, to be employed by the 


in any capacity. 


For each new hire since January 1, 1965 


> 


Mame of person hired; 


whether the person hired was white, 
black, Spanish-surnamed American, 


male or female; 


whether the person was recruited by: 

(1) word-of-mouth recruiting (referral 
or recommendation); 

(2) advertisement; 

(3) campus recruiting or other 
solicitations; 


(4) employment agencies; 


(5) other; 


the name, race, and sex of the person 
referring or recommending each person hired 


pursuant to (c) (1) above; 


the dates of the publication or broadcast 
of the advertisement which led to the hirin 
of persons listed in answer-to Ce) (2) 
above, the name of the publisher or 
broadcaster of such advertisements, whether 
the advertisement was placed in a "Help 
Wanted Male", "Help Wanted Female" or 
Similarly designated column and whether the 
body of the ad contained any specification 
3 to the sex, race, or national origin 


f the employee sought; 


he college, school or any other 


place visited, in recruiting persons 19% 
hired pursuant to (c) (3) above, and state 


the date of such visits; 


the name and address of the employment 
agency used to recruit persons hired 
pursuant to (c) (4) above, and state the 
specifications of your order to the employ— 


ment agency, including any sex, race or 


national origin preferences. 


Specify all employment advertisements for 


employment not covered in Interrogatory 
No. 7 (c) (2), indicating the name and 
address of the publisher or broadcaster, 
and the dates of the publication or 


broadcast of the advertisement. 


Specify all college, school or other 
recruiting visits not described in 
Interrogatory 7 (ce) (3), indicating their 


Places and dates. 


Specify all employment requests furnished 
to employment agencies other than those 
identified in answer to Interrogatory No. 
7 (c) (4), and state the name ana address 
of the employment agency and any 
specification in such requests as to race 
sex or national origin. 

9. lentify, with sufficient specificity to form 


the basis o7 an eventual Rule 34 reauest for the production of 


vhe derendants' possession, subject 
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to their control, or of whieh they have knowledge, which wese 
reflect any of he information requested in Inbcornesinctes Se 
6, 7 and 8, and state the portions of such Interrogatories to 
which each such document is relevant. 

10. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for th: production of 
documents, all of the forms now used hy the defendants in | 
connection with the processing of applications for:employment 
and state as to each form the period during which it has been 
used. 

ll.. Identify, with sufficient specificity so ork | 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 
documents, each of the forms used by the defendants between 
January 1, 1965 and the present date, but which are not now used, 
in connection with the processing of sopithenes for employment , 
and state as to each the period in which it was din use. - 


12. State the length of time during which an 


application for employment will continue to be considered by 


defendants after it is filed. 

413. State the length of time an application ae 

employment is retained by defendants, if: 
a. the applicant was employed; 
ie. the applicant was not employed. 

14. State what steps an applicant for employment 
should or must take in order to have his or her application 
receive continued consideration by defendants. State the effects 
of failure to take such steps. 

15. State the following: 

a. the address of each office used at any 


time since January 1, 1965 to the present 
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to interview 4 »licants for employment; 


the name, address, job, race, and national 
crigin of each person employed by 


defendants tg work in each such office. 


16. Identify with sufficient specificity to form | 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 
documents, all documents in the company's possession, subject. 
to its control, or of which it has knowledge, which would reflect 
any of the information requested in Interrogatory 15 and state 
the portions of Interrogatory 15 to which each such document - 
is relevant. = 

17. a. For each job category identified in 
answer to Interrogatory No. 3 2. state whether Monroe County 
Department of Social Services has ever, since January il, 1965, 
inquired concerning an applicant for. employment's: 


(1) arrests; 

(25 criminal convictions; 

(3) bankruptcies; 

(4) garnishments; 

(5) debts and installment payments ; 
(6) sex; 

(7) marital status; 

(8) number of children; 

(9) child care arrangements; 
(10) menstrual cycle experience; 
(11) political affiliations or preferences; 
(12) friends and associates; 
(13) social attitudes; 
(14) race; 

(15) relleion: 
(16) color; | 
(17) national origin; 

(18) citizenship; 

(19) length of rebidency; 


(20) education accomplishments; 
(21) bank references or other type 
commercial references. 
b. If such inquiries were made state the 


dates when the inquiries were made. 


18. For each job category and for each of the years 


from 1965 to present, state: 


a. any directions, oral or written, to persons 


in the employ of defendants who were 
screening job applicants; 


any directions, oral or written, to such 
persons concerning questions to ask of 
potential applicants; 


the contents of any interviewer's analysis 
sheet or similar document utilized by 
defendants or their agents; 


any questions which were to be asked of 

females, blacks, and/or Spanish-surnamed 
Americans which were not asked of other 

persons. 


19. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the p duction of 
documents, all documents in the possession of.defendants, gubsect 
to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatories 17 
and 18 and identify the portions of Interrogatories 17 and 18 


to which each document is relevant. 
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20. For each job category listed in response to 


Interrogatory 3a above, state: 


a. each objective criterion, other than 
performance on written or manual tests, 
that has ‘been a factor in evaluating 
applicants for employment or deciding 
the initial assignment of new hires to 
such job category at any time since 
January 1, 1965; 


the periods during which such criterion 
has been in use; 


the weight given to each such criterion; 


the efforts made by, or on behalf of 
defendants to validate/evaluate the 
effectiveness of such criterion to predict 
job performance, indicating for each such 
eritertion: 


(1) the nature and date of cach such 
evaluation effort; 

(2) the results of each such evaluation 
effort ; 

(3) the names and addresses of each of 

defendants' officers, agents and 
employees and of each outside or 
professional consultant who particip— 
ated in any way in each such evalu- 
ation effort. 


21. For each job category listed in response to 
& ‘ Interrogatory 3a above state: 
@. each objective criterion, other than 


performance on a written or manual test, 
that has been a factor considered in 


connection with the transferring, 
upgrading and/or promotion of employees 
to such job category at any time since 
January 1, 1965; 


the periods during which each such 


* 


criterion has been in use; 


the weight given to each such criterion; 


the efforts made by, or on behalf of 
defendants to validate/ealuate the 
effectiveness of such criterion to predict 


job performance, indicating for each such 


criterion: 


(1) the nature and date of each such 
evaluation effort; 
(2) the results of each such evaluation 


effort; 2) 
the names and addresses of each of 
defendants' officers, agents and 

employees and of each outside or 
professional consultant who particip- ° 

ated in any way in each such evalu- 


; 
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ation effort. 


22. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 
decuments, all documents in defendanti' possession, subject to 
their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatories 20 
and 21 and identify the portions of each such Interrogatory to 


which eact ch document is relevant. 


23. As to each criterion set f wth in the responses 


nterrogatories 20 and 21 above, state: 


whether any such criterion has since 
January 1, 1965 been waived for any 
employee or employees. If so, state 

the circumstances of each such waiver, 
including the criterion involved and 

the dates and numbers of white male, 
Spanish-surnamed American male, black 
male, white female, Spanish-surnamed 
‘American female and black female employees 
benefited in each such instance; 

the name and address of each of defedants' 
officials participating in the decision 

to adopt, to retain, to modify, or to 
abandon each such criterion. 


24. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 


the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 
! documents, all documents in defendants’ possession, subject to 
; their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 
7 reflect any ef the information requested in Interrogatory 23 
and state the portions of Interrogatory 23 to which each such 
H document is relevant. 
25. State the following: 
a. whether any aribeen or manual tests have 
been administered by defendants to 
applicants for employment or persons seeking 


or under consideration for promotion from 
January 1, 1965 to the present; 


the name, a brief description of each sucl. 
test, and the dates on which it was 


administered; 


the job categories administered, for 
which each such test is used; 


25(b) state: 


26. 


the dates during which each test was 
used for each job caterory; 


the extent to which defendants used the 
test scores in selecting employees for 
each job category. 


each test listed in answer to Interrogatory 


whether a fixed passing score on such 

a test has been required for employment _ 
in, or promotion to, any job category 

at any time from January 1, 1965 to the 
present; 


the fixed passing score on each test 
and the job category for which this score 
has been required; 


the dates during which each such fixed 
passing score has been required for each 
job category; 


whether the requirements of taking or 


passing any test have been waived by 
defendants for any applicant, or employee, 
Sroup of applicants or employees; ; 


which test taking or passing requirements 
have been waived for each job category 
and give the date of each such waiver; 


the number of white male, black male, 
Spanish-surnamed American males, white 
female, black female, Spanish-surnamed 
American female employees or applicants 
for employment who have benefited by 
such waivers; 
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the name and address of each of defendant: 
officers, agents, and employees and outside 
or professional consultants who. have 
participated in any way in the adoption, 
retention, modification or abandonment of 
any test-taking or test-passing requirement; 


the efforts made by, on behalf of, or in 
cooperation with defendants to validate/ 
evaluate the effectiveness of such test to 
predict job performance, indicating for 
each such test: Pe 


(1) the nature.and date of each such 
evaluation effort; 
the results of each such evaluation 
errors; oe 7. 
the name and address of each of 

defendants’ officers, agents and 

employees and of each outside or 
professional consultant who particip- 
ated in any way in each such evalu- 

‘atior effort. Ds 


The efforts made by, on behalf of, or in 
cooperation with defendants to determine —_ 
if a higher proportion of minority persons, 
relative to, non-minority persons, failed 


the tests, undivating for each such test: 


(1) the nature and date of each such 


evaluation efforts; 


(2) the results of each such evaluation 
effort; 
the name and address of each of 


defendants! officers, agents and 
employees and of each outside or pro- 
fessional consultant who participated 
in any way in each such evaluation 
effort. 


27. State the number of white male, white female 
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lack male, black female, Spanish-surnamed American male and 
Spanish-surnaned American female applicants for Sieeoymeul: ane, 
for promotion who have taken tests for which there is a fixed 
passing score, and state the name, race, sex and national origin 
of applicants or employees who have passed such tests in each 
year from January 1, 1965 to the present. 

28. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of : 
documents, all documents in the defendants' possession, or 
subject to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which 
would reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatories 
25, 26 and 27 and state the portion of Interrogatories 25, 26 and 
27 to which each document is relevant. 
29. For each test listed in response to Interroga- 


tory 25, state: 


the names, addresses, and relationship 
to the defendants of the person or 
persons who administer the tests; 


the names, addresses, and relationship 
to the defendants of the person or 
persons who score the tests; 


the names, addresses, and relationship 

to the defendants of the person or 

persons who inform applicants or employees 
of the results of these tests; 


whether, and under what circumstances, an 
applicant's or employee's test score 
and/or answer sheet is made available to 


him/her after the test is graded; 


~~ 
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whether, and under what circumstances, 

an applicant or employee who has taken 

a test may inspect the test scores, “andtor: 
the answer sheets of other employees 

who have taken the same test; 


the length of time during which the test: 
scores, and/or the answer sheets are 
retained by the defendants or by others 
_on their behalf, or over whom they have 
eontrol; 


the circumstances, if any, under which an 
applicant or employee who fails or performs 
poorly on such a test the first time is . 
permitted to take. 4% again. 2 | 


30. Identify, with sufficient specificity to Fata a 


e 


the basis of an eventual Rule 34 reg uest for the production: of 
documents, all documents in eetenemeanat possession, subject to. 


their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 


' ypeflect any of the information requested in Interrogatory 29 and 


state the portions of ceciccibiaisc aiid 29 to which each such 
document is relevant. . 

'31. For each of the job categories listed in 
response to Interrogatory 3a state: 

‘a. whether employees assigned to this job 
category are ordinarily expected to 
acquire skills .in the performance of 
their jobs which are considered essential 


to the performance of higher-paying or 


more desirable jobs; 
the skills expected to be acquired; 


the job categories for which the 


acquisition of these skills is considered 
essential; 


tne period of time normally essential for 
the sufficient acquisition. of such skilis; 


whether such a period of time has, at any 
time since January 1, 1965, been embodied 
in a job residency or job tenancy require- 
ment which an employee must complete before 
being considered for promotion or transfer; 
the length of any job residency or tenancy _ 
requirement, the dates during which it has” 
been in use, and each instance in which it 
has been waived as to any employee or group — 
of employees, indicating for each such ° 
waiver: aby 


for each waiver, set forth in (e); 


(1) where the employee worked at the 
/ time o* the waiver ; 

(2) the date of the waiver: : 

(3) the job category to which he/she 
could be promoted because of the 
waiver; ny 
whether he/she in fact received such 
a promotion; 


the number of white male employees, 


Spanish-surnamed American male 
employees, black male employees, white 
female employees, Spanish-surnamed 
American female employees, and black 
female employees benefited by the 
Waiver; 


h. whether alternative means of acquiring such 
skills are available to employees. If so, 
describe them. State their cost, if any, | 


to the employee and state the length of 
time normally required to acauire such 
skills for such alternate means. 


32. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for production of 
documents, all documents in the defendants' possession, or 
subject to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which 


would reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatory 


31 and state the portions of each such Interrogatory to which 


each such document is relevant. 


33. For each year from January 1, 1965 to the 


present, state: 


the number of job applicants hired and 
initially assigned to each joh category 
listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 3. Ca), 


indicating separately: 

Ly * ali new hires; 

2. white male hires; 
white female hires; 
black male hires; 
black female hires; 
Spanish-surnamed ‘American male ‘hah 
Spanish-surnamed American female 
hires; 


the number of employees upgraded or 
promoted to each job category listed in .. 


answer to Interrogatory 3(a), indicating 
separately: 


all employees promoted; 

white male employees promoted; 
white female employees promoted; 
black male employees promoted; 
black female employees promoted; 
Spanish-surnamed American male 
employees promoted; 
Spanish-surnamed American Femace 
employees promoted. 
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the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of 


documents, all documents in the defendants' possession, or 


34. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 


subject to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which 


would refl 


ect any of the information requested in Interrogatory 


33 and state the portions of Interrogatory 33 to which each 


such document is relevant. 


time between January 1, 1965 and the present date, state the 


following: 


‘ effect; 


“employee's: 


35. For each senivrity system which is presently 
6 : : z 


-4s use and for each seniority system which was in use at any 


the period during which it is/was in 


the job categories to or between which.” 
it is/was applied; ee a 


whether it is/was embodied in any in es 
collective ‘bargaining or other agreement 
with a union; . ae ho: 


the extent to which it governed an- 


1. ‘ability to avoid being laid off; 


2. ability to "bump" a junior ~ 
' employee from his or her job; 


4 plight to be recalled, if Jaie off; 4 
i, ability to be upgraded or promoted; 
: 
6 


. ability to obtain a transfer; 


. vight to better terms and conditions 
of employment, such as longer 
vacations, etc. oe 


whether it differentiates/differentiated 
between employees on the basis of sex or 
national origin by its terms; 
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the composition of each seniority roster 
thereunder indicating race, national origin 
and sex of each person in each seniority 


roster and the time from which his or her 
seniority dates. ; 


36. Does a transfer from one department to another 
or from one line of progression to another ever result in ‘a los 
of any king of seniority? If so, Ganiedins: 7 

a, For each job category listed ‘in response to 
Interrogatory 3(a) above; state: ; 

@. all methods used by the perres te © : 


inform current employees of cd acacris. 


the exact ie akties ah which any notices of 
job vacancies are PSRVens 


the length of time such notices are posted; 


the job categories: / 
1. for which notices are always posted; 


a. » ror whien notices are sometimes 
posted; 


3. for which notices are never posted. 


information requested in all forms used 

by the defendants in. connection with the 
processing or applications for transfer or 
promotion to the job vacancies: 


the names, aterdsnes, face, sex, national 
origin, and job title of ail persons 
responsible for making recommendations, 
receiving and/or processing a request for 
promotion or transfer to the job vacancies; 


the dates for which any method described 
in 37(a) was/is in use. 
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38. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 pegueat for the production of 
documents, all documents in the defendants' possession, eubsect 
to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which wana 
jieriaet any of the informabten requested in Interrogatory 37 
and state to which subsection of the Interrogatory each such 
document is relevant. : 

39. State, separately for each job cateogry, wae 
each twelve month period since January 1, 1965 and for the. 
period from January 1, 1975 to the present, the number of - 


employees: 


a. who requested promotion or transfer to 
other job categories, indicating the 
exact figure for: 


all employees: 

white male employees: 

white female employees; 

black male employees; 

black female employees; 
Spanish-surnamed American male 
employees; 

Spanish-surnamed American female 
employees. 


who requested promotions or + panetees and 
who satisfied the objective criteria 
established by the defendants to determine 
whether an employee shall be promoted or 
transferred, regardless of whether the job 
sought was available, indicating the exact 
figure Tor: 

all employees; 

white male employees; 

white female employees; 

black male employees; 

black female employees; 

Spanish-surnamed American inale 

employees; 
Spanish-surnamed -merican female 
employees. 


Pe 


yy | ; 
uo. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form ‘| || - 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for production oe: ; 
documents, all documents in the defendants’ possession, subject 

to eae anbiweee or of which they have knowledge, which would 
rerlect any of the information requested in Nuiiseieiboks 39 and 
state the subsection of the Interrogatory to which eact deesanh 


relevant. 


hi. For each twelve month period since January : li 


1965 and for the period from January 1, 1975 to present, state: 


a. each job category in which it is or . 
has been possible to earn: 
1. overtime pay, include the rate 
of such overtime pay; 


‘2. merit increases, including the 
“number of such increases offered 
within that category. 


the means by which merit pay is determined’ - 


and allocated to employees in each category 
listed in answer to a.l.; 


the names, addresses, sex, race, national: 
origin and job title of the defendants’ |. ~ 
officers, agents or employees who allocate - 
merit increases to employees in each job 


category listed in answer to a. 


42. For each year from January ie 1965 to the 
present, state separately for each job category the average 
merit increases earned by: 


white male employees; 

white female employees; 

black male employees; 

black female employees; 

Spanish-surnamed American male employees; 


Spanish-surnamed American female employees. 


43. For each job category listed in response to 
Interrogatory 3a. state the number of employees who have not been 
eligible to receive incremental salary increases in the last two 
years because they are at the top of the salary level for their 
position. Indicate exact figures for: 

white male employees; 

white female employees; 

black male employees; 

black female employees; 
Spanish-surnamed American male employees; 
Spanish-surnamed American female wmpLeT ees. 

44, Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for production of 
documents, all documents in the defendants' possession, ‘subject 
to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatories a 
42 and 43 and state subsection of the si biases to which 

each dboument is relevant. 

45. State separately as to each year from January 
1, 1965 to the present, whether there has been any job category 


in which male, female, Spanish-surnamed Americans or black 


Americans were not employed or if employed did not exceed ten 


per cent (102) ad the number of persons therein employed. at 
so, give the job category and dates in which above described 
situation prevailed. Give the actual percent, if any, of the 
male, female, Spanish-Surnamed inietteane or black Americans so 
employed. 

46. a. State whether at any time since January 1, 
1965 Spanish-surnamed Americans, black Americans, males or 


females, have been restricted or excluded from any: 


(1) job category; 

(2) occupational grouping; 
(3) line of progression; 
(4) department ; 


(5) room, compartment or other facility. 


b. if the answer to (a) is affirmative, state: 
(1) the period during which each 
restriction or exclusion was 
operative; . ia 


the means by which each restriction |. 
or exclusion was operative; 


the dates and manner of removal of 
each restriction or exclusion, if, 
in fact they have been removed; 


the nature of any rights granted to| 
or conditions imposed upon 
employees desiring transfer to 
positions from which they were 
previously restricted or excluded, 
including but not. limited to: 
(a) the amount of job, oceupa- 
tional, grouping, depart— ! 
_mental, room or divisional 
seniority, if any, an above- 
_mentioned employee retains | 
“Tupen promotion or transfer 
‘to a previously inaccessible 
position. if 


whether access to any of 

the previously restricted 
positions is now limited or 
denied, or for a time was’ 
limited or denied to the 
described employees because 
they had not been previously 
employed in the positions as 
to which a restriction was 
at one time operative. 
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209. 
If so, state the details of 
each situation and describe 
how seniority is utilized in 
placing persons into 
positions from which they 
were formerly barred. 


47. Identify, with sufficient specificity te form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production of — 
documents, all the documents in the defendents* posnieston: 
subject to their control, or of which they have ihowledee, ‘iehat 
would reflect any of the information pendadbed an Interrogatories 


45 and 46 and state the subsection of the Interrogatory to which 


each document is relevant. 


k8. a. State whether the defendants have ever 
received complaints or petitions, directly or indirectly, by | 


any employees alleging that they have been subje:ted to racial 


or sexist epithets, physical force, overly-technical enforcement 
of defendants' regulations, personal sudeeaskden: wepetaate,: 
and/or other forms of harassment because of their baine black, 
female or Spanish-surnamed. : 

b. if the answer to (a) is affirmative state: 


(1) the allegation made in each , 
complaint or petition; 

(2) whether defendants conducted ar 
investigation of the complaint or 
petition in detail; 
the name, address, race, sex, 
national origin and job title of 
the defendants' official, agent 
or employee in charge of the 
investigation; 
the findings of the investigation 
and state if any record currently 
exists of such findings; 


(5) the final disposition of the 
complaint or petition. - 


49. a. State whether defenuants have ever received 
any complaints or petitions from any of their black, female or 
Spanish-surnamed employees alleging race, sex or national detain 
discrimination in any of the nee or conditions of employment 
with the defendants. 


b. If the answer to a. is affirmative state: 
(1) the allegations of the st seh cathe 
or petition; 


(2) whether an investigation was con-. ; 
ducted concerning the oe or 
petition; 


the name, address, race, sex, 
national origin and job title of - 
the defendants! official, agent , 
or employee in charge of seni 
investigation; . x 
the findings of the investigation. 
and state if any record currently 
exists of such findings; : 


the final disposition of the .° 
complaint or eee : 


50. State whether the defendants have ever been 


subjected to a review of their employment practices by any 


United States Government agency. If the answer is affirmative 
further state: : 
the contracting agency involved; 
the reviewing agency; 
the discrimination alleged; 
the dates of any investigation; 


findings of the investigating agency; 


213 
whether as a result of the investigation 
any contract with an agency of the United 
States has been cancelled, terminated, 
suspended or otherwise affected. 


51. Identify with sufficient specificity to form the 
basis of an eventual] Rule 34 request for production of documents, 
all reports which have been prepared and/or filed with the Office 

for like agency 
of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) between January 1, 1965 
and the present date, and all written reports and materials used 
to prepare such reports. 

52. Identify with sufficient specificity to form 
the basis of an eventual Rule 34 i: quest for production of 
documents in the defendants’ possession, subject to their contra, 
or of which they have knowledge, which would reflect any of ‘the 


information in Interrogatory 50. 


53. State whether any of the defendants, at any time 


between January 1, 1965 jaa the present date, have been named 
as a defendant in any judicial and/or administrative nekton 
wherein the claims of the plaintiff(s) have been based in whole 
or in part on Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 
Equal Pay Act, Section 1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1866, Section 
2 of the Civil Rights Act of 1871 or New York State Human Rights 
Law. If so, state:. | ' 

a. the date the action was filed; 


b.. ‘the court or agency in which the action was 
filed and the civil action or control 
number assigned; 


the parties to the action; 


the current status of the action, if it 


is currently pending; 


the disposition of the action, if it is 
no longer pending. 


54. For each job-vacancy which became open during 
the twelve month period preceding Januery 1, 1965, and for each 
year thereafter, indicéste separately: 


a. the name, tace, sex and current 
address of the person who filled 
the vacancy and his/her prior job. 
with the defendants; 


the names, race and sex of all 
persons considered eligible for the 
job and their qualifications; | 


the names, race and sex of all persons _ 
informed of the vacancy and the means 
utilized; 


all bid notices posted, including - = 
location and dates., oe 


wiether the position. was filied 
provisionally or by appointment from 
a civil service list. 


55. For the twelve month period preceding gener y 

i, 1965 and for each year thereafter, list any job category co 
which had both minorities and non- ‘minorities and state: 
the rate of pay for minorities and 


non-minorities, males and females, 


each category; 


state, separately for minorities and non- 
minorities, males and females, the length 


of time they remained in the job category. 
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56. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form 
tne basis for an eventurl Rule 28 -peeadet for the production of 
documents, all documents in the i ieliiaisiartadl possession, subject 
to their control, or of which ee’ have knowledge which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Int errogatories 54 
and 55 and state to which subdsection of the Interrogatory | each 
document is relevant. 

57- Describe any training courses or programs which 
have been made available by or through defendants to employees : 
since January 1, 1965, tne mudtae: | 


a. the skilis intended to be imparted a. 
the course or cl 


the length of each course or program and 
the frequency with which it is offered; 


which employees are eligible; 


the manner in which employees are informed 
of the course of program; ae ike: 


criteria for determining eligibility to. 


the course or program; 


the cost of the course or program, if 
any, to the employee taking it; 


the job category for which the training 
is helpful in obtaining ia eid aes or 
transfer; 


the number of employees taking part in 
these courses or programs for cach year 
since January 1, 1965 to the present: 
separately for: 


i 
1 
[ 
i 
i 
! 
{ 
j 
bs 
i 
|, 
' 
t: 
I 
1, 
| 
! 
‘ 
i 
' 
1, 
I 
ic 
i 


(1) all employees; 

(2) white male employees; 

(3) white female employees; 

_(4) black male employees; 

(5) black female employees; 

(6) Spanish-surnamed American male 
employees; ae 

(7) Spanish-surnamed American female 
employees. 


« 


give the name, address, race, sex, nat ional 
origin and job title of each of the defend-— 
ants' officers, agents and employees and of 
each outside professional consultant who 

in any way participated, collaborated, or 
gave advice concerning the use of adoption, 
retention, modification, availability or 
abandonment of the above courses or programs.| , 


58. State separately for the twelve month period aye 


preceding January 1, 1965 and for each year thereafter: 


&. the name, sex, race and national origin 
of all: : ome ec a 
(1) administrative personnel (non- 
civil service) 
(2) supervisors ae 
(3) any other person who had respon— 
sibility for the performance of 
five (5) or more employees 


manner in which the persons listed in 


answer to a. were chosen; 


.e 


c. their rate of pay. 


For each job classification state: 


when each job classification had | 
permanently assigned to it the first: 
(1) black: 
(2) Spanish~surnamed American; 
(3) female; 
(4) male. 


e 


those job classifications which up to 
the present’ have not had permanently- 
assigned to them any: 
‘ (C1)° Blacks; 
(2) Spanish-surnamed Americans; . 
(3) females; : 
(4) males 


60. Indicate the employee benefits which you have 


given your employees, at all levels, from January 1,°1965 to 


present. Including but not limited to the following: 


a. 


oO. 


stock options; 
sabbaticals; 

sick leave; 
disability leave; 
vacation leave; 
Christmas bonuses; 
other bonuses; - 


’ health insurance; 


life insurance; 

maternity leave; 

child-rearing leave; 

other leaves of absence; 

pensions and retirement benefits; 
education leave with and/or without pay 
contribution toward educational expenses. 


61. Indicate, for every year from January 1, 1965 


to the present: 


ne ee tee, ee ees ee ee eo 91 ee 


whether a woman is considered for 
employment if she is pregnant when she 
applies for work at Monroe County 
Department of Social Services; 


how a woman is treated when she hecomes 
pregnant while employed at Monroe County 
Department of Social Services; 


what: insurance, if any, is rr for the 
spouse of a male who dies while employed 
by Monroe County Department of Social 
Services and what insurance is paid to the 
spouse of a female who dies while employed 
by Monroe County aiiicens yt of Social 
Services; 


the age for early retirement for males and 


for females; 18 mo ea 
ene age for regular retirement for males 
= and females. 3 
62. Identify, with soni TE AE an 
eventual Rule 34 request, all documents or other physical 
evidence in defendant's possession, subject to their control, 
or of which they have knowledge which would reflect any of nn 
information requested in Interrogatories 57 thru et and state 
to which subsection of the Interrogatory each document or ocner. 
physical evidence is relevant. 
63. List ail jop classifications or positions for which 
defendants presently feel being male or female is a bona fide 
occupational qualification. Give detailed explanation of 


reasoning in each instance. 


64. For each of the job categories listed in response: 


« to Interrogatory 3a state: 


| 
|: 
| 
} 
ii 
| 
| 
i. 
f 
| 
| 
| 
7 


a. the number .f provisional appointments granted 
each year from January 1, 1965 to January ks 2975 
and from January 1, 1975 to the present, indicating 
the exact. figures for: 
(1) all employees 
(2) white male employees 
(3) white female emplovees 
(4) black male employees 
(5) black female employees 
(6) Spanish-surnaned American male employees 
(7) Goin akcves ened american female employees 
b. . the duration of each of ‘the above noted provisional 
appointments. : | | be 


65. Identify with sufficient dpeetrratiy to form the 


‘pasis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production ‘et 


documents all documents or physical evidence which records, 
reflects, or otherwise provide the information stated in answer 
en Interrogatories 63 and ei due state to which subsection of 
the Interrogatory each document or) other physical evidence 4d 
relevant. 

66. Identify each person whom defendants expect be call 
as an expert witness, at any hearing and/or trial herein, 
stating the subject matter on which the expert is expected to 
testify and the substance of the facts and dauialicnie ae which 
the expert is expected to testify and a summary of the coun 


for each opinion. 


67. For each of the job categories listed in response:: 


& ‘ to Interrogatory 3a state: 


a. the nuinber of educational leaves granted with 
pay for each year from January 1, 1965 to 

| 

| 


January 1, 1975 and from January 1, -1975 to the 


present, indicating the exact figures for: 


(1) all employees 


(2) white male employees 


(4) black male employees 


(3) white female employees he ae 


(5) black female employees 


(6) Spanish-surnameé American male employees 
(7) Spanish-surnamed American female employees 
bp. the duration of each of the above noted - - ae 


educational leaves. ; Cie ie a i 


ne new eee ee 8 ae Oe Nene wate et ae RnR eee Se ES Sentee Mei creme cece Aeeearetn ee et: seme eS ee 


68. For each of the job categories listed in response een, i | 


to Interrogatory 3a state: 


a. the number of educational leaves granted without. 


pay for each year from January 1, 1965 to 


January 1, 1975 and from January 1, 1975 to the 


present indicating the exact figure for: 


(2) white male employees 


(3) 
(4) black male employees 


white female employees 


| 

| 

| 

\ 
: ae | 
: (1) all employees ae 3 | 
(5) black female employees 


(6) Spanish-surnamed American male employees 


(7) Spanish-surnamed American female employees 


the duration of each of the above notel 


educational leaves. 


69. State the policy or practice of the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services in assigning its personnel to work 
with particular clientele, specifically the practice of 
assigning black personnel to work with black clientele, white 
personnel to work with white clientele, and Spanish-—surnamed 
American personnel to work with Spanish-surnamed American 

clientele. 

70. Identify, with sufficient specificity to form the 
basis of an eventual Rule 34 piauiiet for the production of 
documents, all documents in the defendants’ possession, or 
subject to their control, or of which they have knowledge, which 
would reflect any of the information delensue th Interrogatories 


67,68 and 69 and state the portions of Interrogatories 67,68 


. and 69 to which each such ocament is rejevant 


510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York ‘146134 
716-232-2292 eae 


Dated: December 31, i975 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing First Interrogatories 
Propounded by Plaintiffs was served on the defendants, by 
my causing a copy thereof to be mailed to attorneys for the 
defendants, Joseph Pilato, Esq., Assistant Monroe County 
Attorney, Monroe County Office Building, Main Street, Rochester, 
New York 14614 and kesenatiecs Finch, Esq., Senior Attorney, 


Monroe County Department of Social Services, 111 Westfall 


Road, Rochester, New York 14620 this 2nd day of January 1976. 


Claaticlathe dd. 


melyn eet n- pata 
_ Attorney! for Plaintiffs 
Office and P.O. Addtess: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14634 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


a | eS Sa 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK . 


IRVIN GILL, et al, 


_—— 


Plaintiffs, NOTICE OF DEPOSITION 


-VS—= CIV-75-520 . 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES, et al, 

i “Defendants. 


F ghee ere acme e ont 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the plaintiffs will take the 


ae sa en NE ON I EE ROR GR Ae ttn ence en eet et mm 


deposition upon oral examination of James Reed, Director of: 


| the Monroe County Department of Social Services, whose address. 
is 111 Westfall Road, Reanenees, New York pursuant to the 
I rederal Rules of Civil Procedure: before a notary iad st 
| some other officer duly authorized to administer oaths an 

{i February 2, 1976 from 10:00 a.m. to 12 Noon and from 2260 Sm, 
i =! 


to 4:Q0 p.m. and on such other days €onveniertto the witness and 


' 
F 
attorneys for the parties necessary to complete the sei chiss ciated 


bat 510° Powers Building, Rpchester, Cx: 
ce 4 


Office and P.O. Address: 
510 Powers Building i 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: 232-2292 


! 


camates 6, 1976 


i- 
| 


Se eo NR eee 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing Notice of Deposition 


i was served on the defendants by my causing a copy thereof to 


| be mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, Esq., 


Senior Attorney, Monroe County Department of Social Services, 


' Assistant Monroe County Attorney, Monroe County Office Building, 


' Main Street, Rochester, New York 14614, and Charles Finch, Esq., 


« 


' 111 Westfall Road, Rochester, New York 14620, this 6th day 


i Of January 1976. 


Office and~ 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


' MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 


' UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
.| FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT. OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, et al, 


Plaintiffs, NOTICE OF DEPOSITION 


—— CIV-75-520 


‘ SERVICES, et al, 


Mm MR OO MR MK oe oe Me ok 


Defendants. . 


: 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the plaintiffs will take the 
; deposition upon oral examination of .Richard Osterman, Mansger 
of Civil Service, Monroe County Office Building, Main Street, 
Rochester, New ‘York pursuant to the Federal Rules ot Civil 
Prnceaure before a notary public or some other officer 


duly authorized to administer oaths on February 11, 1976 


from-10:00 a.m. to 12 Noon and from 2:00 p.m. to 4:30 p- m. and 


i on such other days conventent to the witness and 
i attorneys for the parties necessary to heii the deposition, 


at 510 Powers Building, R chester, 


510 Powers Po. Ate 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: 232-2292. 


. January 6, 1976 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I herehy certify that the foregoing Notice of Deposition 
was served on the defendants by my causing a copy thereof to 
be mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, Esq., 
Assistant Monroe County Attorney, Monroe County Office Building, 
: Main Street, Rochester, New York 14614 and Charles Finch, Esq., 
: Senior Attorney, Monroe County Department of Social Services, 
iid Westfall Road, Rochester, New York 14620, this 6th day 
of January 1976. 5 


DWi 
pevaeney platytigts 
Office an +O. A ss? 
‘510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York shea 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL,. et al, 
Plaintiffs, 


~vs- NOTICE OF DEPOSITION 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL CIV-75-520 
SERVICES, et al, 
Defendants. a 


Me ee OM ke oe 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the plaintiffs will take the 


deposition upon oral examination of Gabriel Russo, Director of 


Human Resources of Monroe County, Monroe County Office Building, 


Main Street, Rochester, New York pursuant to the Federal Rules | 
of Civil Procedure before a notary public or some other officer 
duly. authorized to administer oaths on February 9, 1976 rae 
from 10:00 a.m. to 12 Noon and from 2:00 p-m. to 4:30 p.m. 


and on such other days convenient to the witness and 


attorneys for the parties necessary to complete the deposition, - 


at 510 Powers Building, Rochpster, Ny ea 


Office”’and P.O.~“Address: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 146134 
Telephone: 232-2292. 


January 6, 1976 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I herehy certify that the foregoing Notice of Deposition 
waS served on the defendants by my causing a copy *hereof to be 
mailed to attorneys for the defendants, Joseph Pilato, Esq. 
( Assistant Monroe County Attorney, Monroe County Office Building, 


Main Street, Rochester, New York 14614 and Charles Finch, Esq., 


Senior Attorney, Monroe County Department of Social Services, 


i, 111 Westfall Roaa, Rochesher, New York 20620, thie Gon gay ap 
i , . é 


January 1976. ‘ : ae 

i SY fp a. om Ln 

“EMMELYN LOGAN BALDY NT 
Attorney fo; Plaintiff 
Office and R/0. Adar S: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


i 


i- IRVIN GILL, et al, 
Plaintiffs, 


~vs~ NOTICE OF DEPOSITION 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL CIV-75-520 


SERVICES, et al, 


we OK MH He MK OK ME Ok 


Defendants. 
¢ 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the plaintiffs will take the 
deposition upon oral examination of LaMar TeCREOE Attirmabive 
Action Officer of Defendant Monroe County, whose address is 
Monroe aanee Office Building, Main Street, Rochester, New York, 
pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure before a 
i notary public or some other officer duly authorized to 
administer oaths on January 20, 1976 from 10: 00 a. m. to i 
12 Noon and from 2:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. and on such other 


days convenient to the witness and attorneys for the parties 


. Geamesary to AG at 510 Powers Building, 


Rochester, New Yorks”. 


-BA 
Attorney \{dr Pla a | 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


January 6, 1976 


So ee NE Se Ee ee ae Se ee 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing sialic of Deposition 


was served on the defendants by my causing a dione thereof 

to be mailed to attorneys for. the defendants, Joseph Pllato, 
Esq., Assistant Monroe County Attorney, sil County Office 

: Building, Main Street, Rochester, New York “14614, and Glesias 
Finch, Esq., Senior Attorney, Monroe County. Department of 


Social Services, 111 Westfall Road, Rochester, wen York 14620, 
this: 6th day of January 1976. 


51.0 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
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UNITED STA 
FOR THE AY 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE 
BARRIS, MARIE PITZHUGH; CHARLES CAMP2ZELL, 
INEZ PAGE, DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, 
INES CHARLES, EVELYN PAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, 
GEORGE HOLMES, ENOCH MORRISON, RUBY 
JLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE SAILES, BETTY JO 
TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER ROBI NSON, 
ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA WILLIAMS, DOLORES 
ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, BEATRICE BILL, SALENA 
MATTHEWS, ANNIE RICKS, HARRIET WEATHERS, 
LINDA GAFFNEY, GPACE RUTHERFORD, DORETHA 
DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES McDONALD, DAISY MAY 
BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, LUZ MARTI NEZ, 
MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, SADIE JOHNECHN, 
individually and on behalf of all other persons 
Similarly situated, 


Plaintiffs, ioe NOTICE OF MCTION TCO 
Eee DISMISS AND MOTION 
a ; POR PROTECTIVE ORDER 


MONROE COUNTY DEFARTMENT OF SCCIAL 
SERVICES, JAMES REED, Director of Monroe 
County Department of Social Services, MONROE 
CCUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OFFICE OF 

| CIVIL SERVICE AND PERSONNEL GF MONROE 

| COUNTY, FRED LAPPLE, Executive Director, 
Office of Civil Service & Personnel of Monroe 
County, GASRIEL RUSSO, Director of Human 

| Resources of Monme County and MONROZ 

| COUNTY, 


Index No. ; 
Civil # 75-520 - 


Vefendants. 


CE, that upon the annexed affidavit of Frank e. 


Celona sworn to Tanuary_ 1¢ , 1976, the affidavit of James Raed swern to 
3 
@ ' fanuery (YY , 1972 and upon all of tee pleadiy nas heretofore and upon 


I 
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


the entire record, the defendants Monroe County Department of Social Services 
and James Reed, as Director of Monroe County Department of Social Services, 
will move this court before the Honorable Harold P. Burke, U.S. District 
; Judge at the U.S. Courthouse, 100 State Street, Rochester, New York at 10:00 
o'clock in the forenoon on january 26, 1976, or as soon thereafter as counsel 
can be heard for an order pursuant to Rule 12 (b), 23, 26 (c) of the Federal 
| Rules of Civili Procedure, Title 28, and 42 of the U.S.C. (1) dismissing the 
| above entitled action , and 
| (2) granting 4 protective order to the defendants relative to any and 
all discovery methods used by Piaintifs in connection with the pee : 
entitisd action, end 
(3) staying all proceedings in this action pending a determination 
by this court of this motion to dismiss the action, and 
(4) such other and further relief as to the court seems just and 


proper. 


. Tne basis for this motion is upon the following grounds: 


The plaintiffs fail to state a cause of action. 
The slaintifi. have no standing to institute this action, 
The action is barred by the 3 year statute of limitations, 


(4) That the plaintiffs have failed to comply with the requirements of 


ule 23 for a class action, 


(S) That plaintiffs’ discovery notices and moticns ore grossly 
broad, general, irrelevant, voluminous, ilNegal and serve to harass the 
: defendants herein. 


(6) That the plaintiffs® by their actions and failure to act, have - 


. aided, abetted, condoned, and contributed to the acts they complain of in 


their complaint, and therefore do not come to this Court with clean hands, 


Dated: January if , 1976 


Yours etc. 


CHARLES G. FINCH, Esq. 

Frank P. Celona of Counsel 

Attorneys for Defendant Monroe County 
Department of Social Services and Jamas 
Reed as Director 

111 Westfall Road 

Rochester, New York 14620 

Tals (716) 442~4000 


TO; 
Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Esq. 
Attorney for Plaintifis 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


William I. Stevens, Esq. 
Joseph C,. Pilato of Counsel 
Attorneys for Defendants 

307 County Office Suilding 
Rochester, New York 14614 


_ UNITED STATES DI STRICT COURT 
- FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


errr arta OTOL LCCC O LIOTTA LINEN 


| IRVIN GILL, etal, 


Pleintiffs, 
-V5~ AFFIDAVIT OF 
; FRANK P. CELONA 
| MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SCCIAL ; 
i| SERVICES, JAMES REED, et al., Civil # 75-5206 


Defendants. 


————— a neeneeneatnemenenanenammmmenemiacmnass 


i STATE OF NEW YORK 
! COUNTY OF MONROE 


Frank P. Celona, being duly swom, deposes and says:. 

l. That he is currently employed by the Monroe County Department 

, of Social Services as an attorney end is currently erpbaniseiiin the Monroe 
Cnnisoes Department of Social Services and James Reed, Direcior, in the above- 
: entitled action. | 

2. That he is a duly licensed attorney and authorized to practice 
law in New York State. 

3. ‘Thet he makes this affidavit in support of the attached motion by 
defendants to dismissthe above entitled action pursuant to Rules 12{b) and 23 | 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, for an order providing for a protective | 
onder for any and all discovery motions In the above entitled action pursuant 
to Rule 26 (c) of the FRCP and for such further relief as tais court may deem 
just and proper. 


3a3is for deponent's motion is upon the following: 


(a) That the plaintiffs have failed to state @ cause of action upon 


| na) 
| 


which relief can be granted as outlined in defendants’ answer and, specifically, 


in that: 
(1} The defendants are not the proper parties for such an action since: 


plaintiff's complaint alleges that the New York State Civil Service Commission’ § 
examinations are unjust and discriminatory. Defendents, Monroe County 
Department of Social Services and its Director, Jamas Reed, are not involved 
in the development or grading of such examinations and have Uitle or no input 
into Civil Service examinations. 

{2) That the Monroe County Department of Social Services has, at all 
times stated in plaintiffs® complaint, complied with all of the requisits, rules 
and laws of the State of New York and the Constitution of the United States 


and pursuant to thoss laws has applied, and continues to apply, a policy 


| 
| 
| 


consistent with such lews in all cases and specifically in the instances raised 
' by the plaintiffs in this action. 
| (b) That the plaintiffs have failed to meet the requirements of a class 
action in that: 

(1) ‘They j ave joined os members of their class several persons 
which plaintiffs’ own sisal specifically exclude. In plaiatifis’ complaint, 
they state that the “class represented by named plaintiffs consists of 
minority persons..." and that the term “minority” includas "ell persons. 
who 2re not of caucasian (white) sace.. ." Two of the named pilaintifis, 
however, Michelle Cournoyer and Linga Cafiney are adinitted to be white in 
plaintiffs’ comp.aint. These two plaintifis are not, therefore, representative 

the class and show that the class 1s improperly constituted for purpe'es 


a 4 ee a 
yia class action. 


234 ; 
; 
{ 


(2) Questions of law and isct are not common as to all named plainttifs 


| 
. Since some of ths plaintiffs have refused to take required examinations, some 


; plaintiffs have taken required examinations and failed them while others base 
' their claims on the actions of their supervisors in failing to notify them of job 
opportunities. 

(3) Plaintiffs have failed to comply with the requirements for a class 

action under Rule 23 (c){2) of the FRCP and under the Supne me Court decision 

: of Morton Eisen, etc. vs. Carlisie and Jacquelin, et al. 417 U.S. 156, in that 
au members of the class have not been individually notified nor has there been 
any attempt by plaintiffs to notify all of the possible members of the class. 

(c) That plaintiffs’ action is barred by the applicable iin of 

| Limitations. Sincs there is no federal statute of Limitations acpHcable, case 

! law, Kaiser v. Cabn, C.A.N.Y., 1974, 5106 F.2d 282, holds that the appropriate — 

state Statute of Limitations shall arply. Under the New York CPLR section 

' 214(2), this action {s governed by the three year Statute of Limitations based 

: on an action tc recover upon a Hability, penalty or forfeiture created or imposed 
by statute, 

(1) In any event, if this court finds the entire action is not barred by | 
the three vear Statute of Limitations, plaintiffs' should be barred from 
examining and/or using any of the material prior to November 24, 1972 which 
is three years prior to the commencement of this action. Litigation ‘iin 
the parties, if not fully dismissed, should be limited to the period beginning 


November 24, 1972 as that is within the applicable statutory period. 


235) 


(S) Ti:at deponent asks this court to grant 4 protective order pursuant 
to Rule 26{c) of the FRCP for the defendant Monroe County Department of 
Social Services and its Director, James Keed, denying all aes motions in 
the above entitled action pending a decision by this court on defendant's 
motion to dismiss so that the status quo of the parties may be maintained. 

(6) Deponent further requests that the right of Monroe County 

} Department of Social Services and its Director, James Reed, bs reserved to 

|| to request a further protective order of all discovery motions pending the 

| decision of this court on defendant's motion to dismiss. Plaintiffs’ have made 

| over 170 requests for discovery pertaining to several thousand employees and 

f documents covering periods of time going back as far as 1948. 

| WHEREFORE, deponent requests that this court grant defendant's 

| motion to dismiss this action pursuant to Rules 12(b) and 23 of the FRCP and 

| that this court further grant a protective order pursuant to Rule 26 {c) of the 
FRCP denying all Seales by a)l parties pending the decision of this court 


| on defendant's motion to dismiss, and for such further relief as this court 


SN ae ws 


FRANK P. CELONA 


| may deem just and proper, 


. Swern to bafore me 


this “aa of January, 1$76 
af ve 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
IRVIN GILL, etal., 
Plaintifis, 
-vs- AFFI DAVIT BY 
JAMES REED 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SQCIAL 
SERVICES, JAMES REED, et al., Civil # 75-520 
Defendants. 


COUNTY OF MONROE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 


James Reed, as Director of Monrce County Department of Socia] 


Services, being duly sworn deposes and says: 

That he is the current Director of the Morroe County Department of 
Social Services. 

That he has read the affidavit of Frank P, Celona, one of -— counssis 
for your deponent, and joins in his affidavit for the relief requested tn this 
motion. | 

That in addition thereto your Geponent respectfully states that: 

(1) As Director he has, at all times, compiled with all the laws of th 
State of New York ne of the Constitution of the United States. 

(2) That curiny his tenure as Director of Monroe County Department 
of Social Services, your deponent has made diligent effort to employ and 
ecvance mambers of the mincrity class in said agency. For example, at the 
present tlme there are apfroximately 961 employees at your deponent's agency ; 


714.7% ara of the minority or spanish Surnamed group. 


That upon information and belief the percentage of minority people empleyed 
at the agency is larger thea the percentage of minority people waa the community 
at large. Upon information and belief &% of the people in the local community 
at Lge are of Black and Hispanic origin. 


(3) That Civil Service tests, requirements, qualifications etc. 
are within the jurisdiction and contro} of the New York State Civil Service 


Commission, who is not a party to this action, and not within the furisdiction 


or control of your deponent. 


| 
: 
| 


| 


(4) That the lack of advance by several of the plaintiffs is cews clus! 
primarily to plaintiffs’ own actions such as refusal to take required exams 
or failure to pass such exams. 


(5) Based upon the above circumstances énd upon the other 


allegations outlined in defendants answer to this action, your deponent believes 


that plaintiffs fail to state a cause of action upon which relief can be granted. 


(6) Your deponent respectfully requests that the court grant a 
protective eit denying all discovery procesdings in the ebove entitled action 
at the present time because your deponent believes that the status quo 
of the parties should be maintained periing a detemiontinn of tais motion to 
dismiss. ) 

(7) Deponent further requests that the court reserve to deponent the 

a further protective order, if necessary, upon stermination of 
this motion to dismiss, since plaintifis' have requested in their discovery 
sroceedings tassive, broad, gener3!1 ana voluminous information as Zar hack 


as 134¢. 


WHEREFORE, your deponent respectiully requests that the court 


grant defendants motion to dismiss and further grant defendants motion fora 


protective order, and for such other and further relief as to the court seems 


just and proper. 


Pal 
J wey1k4 Rus if 
JAMES REED 

Sworn to before me 


this (U day of January, 1976 
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Notary Public 
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DISTRICT COURT 
‘SRN DISTRICT OF NEW 


ROBERT 
Te FPITZHUSE, CHAE 
ROTHY DOBSON, RAY 
EVELYN FAIRVEL 
SNOCE MORRISON, RUBY 
BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE SAILZS, SETTY JO 
TRAVi3, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER P+ 3INSON 
ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA NILLIAMS . DOLORES. 
ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, BF \TRICE HILL, SALENA 
MAGTHS > ANNIE HICKS, | TARRIET WE THERS, 
LINDA GAFPNEY , GR — RUTEERFORD, NORETHA 
'; DIGGS, STSLLA MeDORALD DATSY MAY 
}- BANKS, MICHEL — ‘TINEZ , 
MARIE "MARE, ALBERTA PaRauaoN, SADIE SORISON, 
individually and on benalf of all. ot 
persons similarly.situated, 


Plainei rs fy 
yy $s e 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe Tcunty 
Department of Social Services, ONROE. 
COUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OFFICE OF 
CIVIL SERVICE AND PERSONNEL OF MONROE 
COUNTY, FRED LAPPLE, Executive Director 
Orfice of Civil Service 2 Persain2l of 
Monroe County, GASRIEL RUSSO, Director of 
Eumar Resources of Monroe County and 
MONROE COUNTY 
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action Sav ae BEER, initiated and do not consent to be re, be : 


themselves and further for improverly Joining. other individuals 


and failing to notify all potential members of ‘the class, 


all contrary to the class action requirements. 


none em 
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6. That the plaint Ss" Giscovery motions" have been Le 
repeated and several without basis in law or fact’ ana are. 


illegal and: improper and. only serve to harass and intimidate» 


the defendants above ated 


* aa te 


ms That this action purports to be under ‘Title VIE of the : 
Civil Rights Act of 19644 end there is, therefore, lack of | : 


Seclodhrgeetelligmeesetiedovtnaargeneest ferddiitieenseseaseee terion ae ie 


e named Monroe 
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Se cement anrramey Sen inae ay hammmen ae 


county departments in that they are not ' ‘oersong’ 2s “defined 


under’ the aforesaid title. 


8.0 That the plaintifrs are barred . from the above en= - 


titled action by the factual cire: umstances: cf their own -aetions 


or failure to act and their consent: te any acts. complained on” 
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or their contributory liability resulting in the above pene aes 


circumstances complained of. 


ectfully move - 
further. 
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Respectfully submitted, a es 


WILLIAM J. STEVENS eles ae a ats 
torney for Defendants : 


7 JOSEPH C. PILATO of Counsel ee 
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i Rochester, New Yorki461 
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we 1IT2£) STATES DISTRICT COURT 
, FOR THS WESTSRN DISTRICT OF Naw YORK 


1 IRVIN cILL, Bie ERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE 

“HARRIS, MARIZ FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, 
INEZ PACE,  SOROTHY DO3SIN, RAVELLA FLOYD, 

; INSZ CHARLES, peat FAIRVELL, ALICE 

!' ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES, ENOCH MORRISON, 

“RUBY BLACKWE LL, ROSTS LEE SAILES, 


BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER APPIDAVIT. ~ 


: ROBINSON, ELADTA FUENTES, VELMA WILLIAMS, 
'{ DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, BEATRICE 
i HILL, SALENA MATTHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, HARRIET 
_ WEATHERS , LINDA . GAFFNEY, -GRACHE RUTSSRFORD, 

' DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES McDONAT a, 
i DAISY MAY BAN iKS ; MICHELE COURNOYER, LUZ 
i MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, 
|, SADIE JOBNSON, Individually and on behalf 

1 of ail other ‘bersons ican situs ted, 


ie er 2 Plainvitts, ae 
| MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 8 ERVICES, 

1, JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County : 
‘Department of Social Services; MONROE COUNTY . 
civIL SERVICE COMMISSION OFFICE Or CIVIL 

i SERVICE AND PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY,- 

., PRED. LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of 
Civil Service and Personnel of gpa! 
‘County: CABRIEL RUSSO, Director of Hu 
Resources ofr Monroe County and MONROE COUNTY, 
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‘Defendants. — 
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JOSEPH C. PILATO, being duly sworn deposes an a says: 
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. That the court lacks sufficient jurisdiction to 5 
ithe parties and the subject matter in that under Rule 23 of, the 


| Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Title 28 Use, Sections” 


| 1335, 1397, 2361 end 1359. Title 28 USC, Title 1359 states, ~ 
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- 


are Soanish-surnaze, one is ei 


ats ‘ 


te. 7 2 
: a ee Le + 
00 Wo men eh Mb: HOE: 
’ a A », 


les 
=e 
ae e 
ee 
aa a 
ne é 
ae 
oy ; 


eer re ee er ee ee ee ee 
eS ' 


the plaintiffs’ complaint, in addition to: the... 
racial @istinctions among the plaintiffs, the plaintifts then- af 


distinguish themselves by those ee who have 


sufficient background exc2rien and qualifications for pro- 


-rotion yet alleged discrimination, with those individuals who 


;, not only lack background - and experience bus in addition conten te 
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Laat. such requirements and the taking of ‘Civil Service . ‘exams 


s of itself discrimination. Such inconsistency is “not rere i 


te a class action under the federal ‘rule. 


5. That the plaintiffs have failed, under Rule ore 
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"In any class action maint 2ined under subdivisicn 
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are uo longer emdlryed by the Department of Social Services 
in the case of Linda Gaffney, is no longer re- 
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in the Jurisidction or this vceiniatse 


7. That your deponent also urges this ourt to grant 
i tne relief requested in the annexed motion under Rule 12(b) 


redaral Rules of Civil Procedure in thet this Court . 


lacks jurisdiction under such a variety of matters which the. | 


‘plaintifis attempt to imoroperly join as-a “class action." 
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s. That the allegations of the plaintiffs", couplaint | 


~ 


ffeil to state a clein upon which relief can ve ‘granted and. 


rs 


fail to join all erouer parties under Rule 19 and 32(d) of 


allege discrimination generally but 
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WILLIAM J. STEVENS . : 
Attornzy for Monroe County. -:: 
JOSEPH C. PILATO of Counsel.. 
307 County Office Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


‘; Sworn to before me this 


‘ /@?) day of January, 1976. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


——— 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS,” 
MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ PAGE, * 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ CHARLES, 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES , 
ENOCH MORRISON, RUBY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE # 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM , 
LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA 
WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
HARRIET WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES 
McDONALD, DAISY MAE BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, 
LUZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, 
SADIE JOHNSON, individually and on behalf of *# 
all other persons Similarly situated, 


Plaintiffs 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIA., SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 

SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and MONROE COUNTY, 


Defendants. 
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NOTICE OF CROSS— 


MOTION AND © 
MOTION TO COMPEL 
DISCOVERY; 
OPPOSITION TO 


DEFENDANTS! MOTION 


TO DISMISS _. 


ast Me 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that upon the annexed affirmation - 


of Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, dated January 23, 1976 


and upon all the papers and proceedings heretofore had herein, : 


plaintiffs will move at a motion term of this court at the 


Federal Court House, State Street, Rochester, New York at 


10:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard on 


January 26, 1976, for an order compelling the defendants to 


produce documents pursuant to plaintiffs' First Notice to 


Produce dated December 30, 1975, and duly served on the 


defendants herein, for an order compelling the 


defendants 


S 


CIV-75-520. 8 Fl} & 


to. answer the interrogatories pursuant to plaintiffs’ Pirst ce 
Interrogatories Propounded by Plaintiffs dated Hevtanay 7, “1975 
and duly served on the defendants herein, for an order ee 
compelling the defendants and/or their agents or onphoyers oS 
to appear for depositions pursuant to notices duly served . 
herein and/or for an order precluding the ieeudinies from Oe 


proof in defense of plaintiffs' claims herein and for such 


other and further relief as to the court may seem just and . - 


proper. < 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that upon the same papers aa 
at the same time and place, plaintiffs will oppose defendants‘ 
Motions to Dismiss and for protective order dated January a ae 


1976 and January 16, 1976.. 


mneiyn Lo 

Attorney f 

Office and P.Q. Address: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


January 23, 1976 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, et al, individually and 
on hehalf of all other persons 
similarly situated, 


AFFIRMATION IN SUPPORT 


OF CROSS-MOTION TO ’ 
COMPEL DISCOVERY; - 


% 
& 
® 
Plaintiffs, x 
oe OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT sp 
€ > 
* 
2 
* 


-Vs- MOTIONS TO DISMISS: 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 


SERVICES, et al, Civ-15-520° 


Defendants. 
Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, under penalties of peu oe 
affirms the following: . 
1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice 
my profession in the State of New York. My offices are i: 
located at 510 Powers Building, Rochester, New York. fy 
am a member of the bar of this court... This affirmation is 
made in support of plaintiffs’ Cross-Motian to Compel : 
Discovery and in Opposition to defendants' motions to eteiien 
and for protective order. ; | 
2. Plaintiffs' requestsfor relief should be granted. 
Defendants' motions to dismiss are untimely; moreover, there 
is no basis in law for defendants! motions to dismiss. Pleadings 
are to be liberally construed. For purposes of a motion to 
dismiss, all of the allegations of plaintiffs’ complaint are 
taken as true. The pleading must be given its most favorable 
reading in the interest of concluding that there is a statement 
of a claim. In the complaint, plaintiffs outline a pattern, 
practice, custom and usage of discrimination on the basis of * 
race, sex, color or national origin in violation of law 


carried out by the defendants and continuing to date. D.2° 


Defendants! suggestion that the complaint ‘fails to allege — 
facts to state a cause of action ignores the detailed 
enumeration of discrimination. Plaintiffs'. Motion to Comper 
Discovery should he granted and defendants’ Motion for 

& Protective Order should he denied. All of the matters 
sought to he discovered in plaintiffs’ Notice to Produce 
and seme tail First interrogatories are relevant and must =. 


be disclosed. Defendants, their agents and/or: ace oo 


must appear for the depositions, as noticed. 


3. This action way initiated by the service ofa 


summons and complaint on December 2, ‘1975. Answers from — 
all defendants. were received by December 17, 1975. Plaintatts‘ | 
Raiden to pry iuce was served on defendants on December a, 1975. 
Plaintiffs’ . first interrogatories were served on defendanta 
on January 2, 1976. Plaintiffs served notices for the 
depositions of James Reed, Gabriel Russo, LaMar Jackson - 
and Richard “sterman on January 6, 1976. 

4. Defendants' motions to dismiss are not timely. 
Federal Rule 12 outlines the "one motion rule" of federal 
practice. You can make one motion prior to serving the 
answer. If a mation is to be made before the answer, then 
the motion can address the following grounds: 1. Lack ef 
jurisdiction over the subject matter. 2. Lack of jurisdiction 
over the person, 3. Improper venue- 4. Insufficiency of process; 
5. Insufficiency of service of process. 6. Failure to 
stase a claim upon which relief can be granted. 7. Failure 
to join a party. : 

5. Defendants herein chose to answer rather than to 
move initially on any of the Rule 12(b) grounds. Defendants 
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cannot so move at this juncture but rather the case must : 
proceed through discovery and to trial with the defendants 26 
raising any defense they have preserved in their answers 7 

at the time of trial.. | ae : 

; 6. Since Rule 12(b) provides that every defense a 
‘Invbawed or fact to a claim for relief. in any pleading must © 
be asserted in the responsive pleading; defendants are Limited : 
now, of course, and at trial to those da Penubn which they - 


have Petecd in: their answers. They cannot, as they attempt. 


to do, by the untimely motions served sighing eiaboree on 
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defenses. By failing to raise the conténtions ‘that : oer 
plaintiffs lack standing to sue, that the action 4s barred ify 
by the statute of limitations, that the plaintiffs have 


aided, abetted, condoned and contributed to the acts of the ee 


saiindaiipadammaneanemtemaneentammuancemauneemetemememmed 


defendants and are without clean hands in their answers, 
defendants can not now raise these defenses by mnetaedy motion. 


7. Moreover, there is no basis in law for any of 
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defendants' grounds for dismissal. Fir the complaint : 


states a cause of action. 


_——— 


| 
| 
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8. This is an action for injunctive relief and 
declaratory judgment and money damages to secure rights 
to equal employment opportunities. . The action arises under.” 
the United States Constitution, the First, Ninth and 
Fourteenth Amendments, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§1981 and 1983. , oe 
9. Plaintiffs allege that the defendants discriminate Gee nest 
them: with:.; respect to compensation, terms, conditions and : 
privileges of employment on the basis es color, sex 


and national origin and that the defendants maintain a 


pattern and practice of limiting, segregating and classfying | 


employees in ways which deprive the ieawbaste of equal 

employment opportunities and otherwise adversely affect their 
status as employees on the basis of race, sex, color and ; 
national origin. Plaintiffs allege that defendants maintain 

a policy and practice of discriminating against their minority , 
employees by maintaining, for example, : @ibciiminatory>L) . 
hiring practices, (2) job classification sys tems nia 
(3) promotion practices, (4) training programs (5) transfer | ; a 
practices, (6) allocation of titles, (7) testing systems and 

other appointment criteria and (8) provisional appointment | 

systems. Discrimination ts fostered by the use of a 

Subjective employee evaluation pecuiees failing to post 

job openings, by word of mouth recruitment, by use of a oe 
system of appointing whites for jobs from civil service ‘Lists. 


unrelated to the job,by allocation of travel moneys and 
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opportunities to whites, and by assigning work on the basis 


of race and national origin. Defendants foster an atmosphere - 


in the employment situation calculated to harass, embarrass,- 


humiliate and cause minority employees to "keep his/her 
place." Defendants have retaliated against minority employees 
for complainaing of i- legal employment practices. 


10. The claims here are claims of pervasive and 


continuing employment discrimination. On a motion toa dismiss, 


allegations of the compiaint are construed as true. 


1l.. Case law is well settled that claims set forth 


in the complaint constitute well pleaded claims of discrimination 
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under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 42'U.s.c. 
§§1981 and 1983, and the United States Constitution, the 


First, Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments. 


12. All of the plaintiffs are present, past or 
prospective employees of the defendants.: The piiabetie 
are employees as defined in Title VII of the Civil Rights — 
Act of 1964. The case law is also well settled that the ‘ 
plaintiffs herein are proper parties in terms of the court's he 
interpretation and application of Title VII of ths Civil’. ts 
Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§1981 and 1983 and the : 
United States Constitution. All of the plaintiffs have | 


suffered injury in fact by reason of the unlawful activity — a 


of the defendants. All of the plaintiffs are within the..." 


zone of interests sought to be protected by the statute 
and/or constitutional provision in question. There is no =." 
legitimate question that these plaintiffs lack standing to: 
bring this law suit. In fact, the setendanks is their _ 
pompebtiee enewrs admit the employment relationship which 
has existed between the respective plaintiffs and defendants ’ 
and as well admit dates of employment. 7 
13. Nor is there any legitimate question that the 
defendants can be sued. All of the defendants are mivhewers 
within the meaning of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. In fact, in their respective answers, the defendants 
admit in jamie ead paragraph 1 the alkegations of the ates 
of the defendants, including the allegation that the = 
defendants are employers within the meaning of Title VII. . 
14. The defendants are also properly before tide court 
because as entities of government they are subject to the 
United States Constitution as that constitution has been made: 
applicable to the states by the Fourteenth Amendment. A 


political subdivision of the state is accountable for violations! § 
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of the Fourteenth Amendment. The ciaims of the plaintites 
arise under the Constitution; a federal question is 
properly before the court. , 

15. Additionally, asec allege that the a 
individual defendants have taken action under color of state ae 
law and have subjected and cont inue to subject the plaintiffs _ 
and other persons simtlarly situated to deprivation of rights 
—e by the Constitution and laws of the United’ States. pe 
The individual defendants have denied plaintiffs and others 
similarly situated of the right to make and iisunsilaas employment ; 
contracts. Case law is well settled that individual defendants 
are liable for their iilegal acts, as alleged, under . 42. : 
U.S.C. §§1981 and 1983. a a 

16. All defendants that need be named are named in 
this law suit. Defendants include the employers, past 
employers or prospective employers of plaintiffs. Defendants ae 
also include the persons and governmental entities which 
participate in the selection of employees for ie Monroe 
County Department: of Social Sex yices. The New York State. 

Civil Service Commission is not an indispensable 

party defendant. The defendants before the court are the 
parties that have full contrel over the selection process 

for employees of the M.sroe County Department of Social 
Services. Defendants are, of course, free to claim over 
against the New York State Civil Service Commission if they 
can indeed make clain that -4i11 or::atpartto& the Jvagment cwhicn 
might be rendered in this case should be paid by the 

New York State Civil Service Commission. However, the 


plaintiffs are past, present or prospective employees of a 


1 eo me er aeen 


Monroe County agency-not a New York State agency. So far, |. 


the defendants have presented no facts Substantiating the 


— 


basis for a possible claim over against the State of New York. 
17. All of these claims are properly before the court — 
having been filed in timely fashion. Most of these piste 
were first filed with the Equal Employment Opportunity ih 
Commission. The Commission determined that the cle! Os were” +4. 
properly filed pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and that the Commission therefore properly had _ : 


jurisdiction over the charges. The Commission investigated - 
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cause". Because coneiliation efforts failed, ‘the Commission 
issued Right to Sue Notices to all persons who had filea. 
claims. This action was brought within 5 days of the 


receipt of ie Right to Sue Notices. 


18. The determination of the Commission that the ciaims _ 


were properly and timely v’iled is entitled to great weight . 


since the Commission is the administrative agency with 
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the primary responsibility for interpreting, applying and 
enforcing Title VII. Further, it is well settled that 

once employees of a certain employer process claims pitbanket 
to Title VII and thereafter begin a class action law suit, 


the claims of other employees of that employer who have 
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i not processed claims with*the Commission can nevertheless 


$ 
those charges and found that the charges stated F 

\ 
be properly joined with those processed claims so that | 


hearing on the eliminating the alleged discrimination can 


be expedited. 


19. There can, in the Jast analysis, be no question 


of the timeliness of these claims. The discri ‘ineeee ar hehe Os 


mx 


oa 
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the plaintiffs is that of continuing Jaap cespeiint discrimination. 


The statute of limitations does. not begin to run on these 


so ratte ttre tease cee 
. eee oe 
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claims until the last act of discrimination has been concluded. 
Since the discrimination continues, the statute of limitations 
has not even begun to run on these claims. Plaintiffs sound. ae 


file their claims today, tomorrow, next week or next month 


some.ime and still be timely in making complaint: 
20. The fact that plaintiffs, Gill, Zieglar xiii 


cemoeman 


Pitzhugh sté1i have pending some claims before the New York 


State Division of Human Rights is no basis for the defendants 4 ~ 


glfmpeterercning 


to object to ehets participation in this law suit. Title ‘ot. 


ae 


of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 mandates that all claims. 2 ay 
of employment discriminatior filed with it be referred to the 


state agency if there is a state aeenty ant eho The tie. 
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Employment Opportunity Commission nok wait 60 days before Ear 


initiating its investigation of a complaint when eters is 2 : 


a state administrative agency that deals with employment _ 


- 
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discrimination. The remedies before the state agency an@é 
the federal court however, are separate, Gistinct and 
see akan of each other. Federal courts have held, 


without execoesnn that a person with an employment dtsettmiiates a 


complaint is entitled Lo, his/her: day «in: federal: COURT: acumen 


standing that there might be other remedies nved ante or 


being pursued in some state agency. The courts have given - 
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practical application to Congress' directive that employment 


discrimination be immediately eliminated and Title VII should 


be interpreted to accomplish those ends. Plaintiffs here 


have not been required to elect a remedy for employment 


discrimination between state and federal forums, as 


defendants suggest; 


tnere is no such election embodied in 


Wen, 
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the anti-discrimination laws. 

21. Both ir their answers and in their papers on 
motion to dismiss, de endants assert the conclusion that 
they have complied with the laws; they have asserted the 
affirmative defense that they ave net discriminated. 
Defendants assert that they do in fact employ some minority *__ 
persons and have made efforts to increase the ie 
of minority members in upper promotional positions, without ~~ 


adversely affecting the quality and effectiveness of the 


Social Services supplied to the Monroe County at large." (See ce 


paragraph 11 of Joseph C. Pilato's affidavit submitted on 


behalf of defendants.) : ees : eee 


22. Whether the defendants have in fact discriminated ; : 
as, of SOUT Se, the question of ultimate fact to be decided : 
after discovery between the parties and a full trial of the oo 
a issues between the parties on the merits. The-parties , 
certainly dispute the fact of whether there has been : 
discrimination or not. In this posture of the pleadings, 
plaintiffs' allegations must be construed as true.. Plaintifrs | 
dispute even defendants' assertion that a certain percentage : 
of the work force of the Monroe County Department of Social ; 
Services is minority. Plaintiffs believe that (heed 
percentages have been calculated by including persons who 
are not properly counted as Monroe County Department of 
Social Services employees. That there is dispute even as 
to the percentage of minorities employed is evident from 
comparing the figures used by de Cendant Reed and the figures 
used by attorney Pilato, attorney for Monroe County and 
other defendants. (See Joseph C. Pilato affidavit, paragraph - 


9 and compare with James Reed affidavit, paragraph 2.) 


23. 


pene in the Monroe Cuaky Department of Social Services 


In any event, the actual percent of minorities 


is not ultimately dispositive Of the question of whether 
the defendants have discriminated and are discriminating. 
Plaintiffs allege a pattern and practice of recruiting, 
transferring, paying, promoting, and so forth engaged in 
by the defendants to adyance employment opportunities for 
white employees to the detriment of minority employees. 
In a nut shell, the white employees get the high paying 
opportunities solely because they are white. Minorities. 
are denied good jobs. Defendants admit as much in the 


statement of Joseph C. Pileto who indicates that the 


defendants are making efforts to..."increase thre ‘petbantiiie ei a 


of nti bh se deca raeeey promotional positions. ." -gndg 
the d’scriminatory attitude of the defendant: toward 

minorities is as well admitted by that same statement which 
continues indicating that such a promotion is limited so as 


not to "...adversely [affect] the,quality and effectiveness 


of the Social Services ...". Defendants assert that minority 


persons as a class are unqualified. 

) 24. Moreoever, notwithstanding that there are some 
minority persons employed by the defendants in the Monroe — 
County Department of Social Services, the Equal eugiasnente 


Opportunity Commission found"reasonable cause” to believe 


allege. A copy of that determination is attached hereto 


and made a part hereof as Exhibit A. 


Hig aint. Seo 


that employment discrimination has occurred, as the plaintiffs 


25. Defende ts Monroe County Civil Service Commission, 
Office of Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe County, 
Fred Lapple, Gabriel Russo and Monroe County,: by their 
attorney, Joseph C. Pilato, allude to an application for 


° 


summary judgment in the Joseph C. Pilato attorney affidavit. 


There is no basis for any such motion if the papers of 
those defendants can be construed as request ing such relief. - 
Every material issue of fact between the parties is in dispute. 


Moreoever these defendants have not submitted papers to. 


the court which would support such a motion. Rule 56(e) 


requires that supporting papers must be made on personal ye 


knowledge and set forth facts as would “e admissable in 
evidence and show affirmatively that the affiant is snpeene 
to testify “to the matter stated threin. Information submitted 
to the court by these defendants is not based on personal : 
krivwledge but rather is based on information and velief. 

26. Even if a motion fur summary judgment were properly 
Lefore the court, ne if the court would construe the 
motion for summary judgmer't to be before the court, plaintiffs 
request that they be permitted to complete the depositions ae 
noticed and have the interrogatories already served answered 7 
and have the documents produced pursuant to the notice to 
produce duly served herein, prior to the court's ruling 
on such application. Proof of discrimination which plaintiffs 
will use in defeating such a motion is exclusively in the 
control of the defendants in employment records, written 
employee policies, employment tests and the like. Plaintiffs 
duly movedto proceed with discovery relating to their 


claims; they are entitled to complete that discovery 
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expeditiously and in advance of this court's hearing 
any motion for summary judgment . 

27. Plaintiffs properly maintain this law suit as 
a class action. In numbered paragraphs 41-43 of the 
complaint, plaintiffs plead all of the necessary allegations 
for a class action. In summary, the plaintiffs allege that 
the class is so numerous that joinder of all members is 
impractical, there are questions of law or fact common to 
the class, the claims or defenses of the representive 
parties are typical of the claims or defenses of the class, 


the representative parties will fairly and adequately protect 


the interests of the class. Additionally, prosecution of Sr 


separate actions by individual members of the class would _ 
create a risk.of inconsistent or varying adjudications 
with biecinnt to individual members of the tans which would 
establish fncompatible standards of conduct for the party. 
opposing the class, the party opposing the class has ited: 
or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to the class, 
thereby making appropriate final injunctive relief or 
corresponding declaratory relief with respect to the class 
as a whole and questions of law or fact common to members of 
the class predominate over any questions affecting only 
individual members, and a class action is superior to other 
available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of | 
the controversy. 

23. Plaintiffs allege that this action, therefore, may 
be properly maintained pursuant to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules 
as a class action. Plaintiffs suggest that this is a Rule - 


23(0)(2) or a Rule 23(b)(3) class. 
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29. The proper procedure, contrary to what defendants 
suggest in their papers, ts for the court to determine, : 
as soon as practicable after the commencement of an action 
brought as a class actton, whether the action may be so 
maintained. Plaintiffs do not send notices to class members 


until such a determination is made. In fact; .there ieee. 


— 


be no notice required if this action is designated as a 
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Rule 23(b)(2) class as plaintiffs suggest. 
30. Plaintiffs will in due course bring on their~ 
own motion for the court to designate this law suit a 
class action. However, plaintiffs are entitled to proceed’. 
with the discovery already noticed and complete that 
discovery before making the motion respecting class eneeke): 
The court has discretion to require hearing on such a : 
motion and plaintiffs need information as to number of 
employees, distribution of employees and the Like which | 
4s in the control of the defendants to prepare those motion 
papers. | : 
31. Plaintiffs seek to represent a class consisting 
of saimmaltid persons who have been employed, are employed, 
might be employed or have made application to be employed 
and who because of the illegal discriminatory practices alieged 
have been denied employment and/or advancement opportunity 
within the Monroe County Department of Social Services. 
Plaintiffs do not seek to represent white employees as 
defendants suggest. However, there is no problem with one 
of the plaintiffs herein being white and also seeking to be 


a class representative along with other minority plaintiffs. 


The question with respect to a class being fairly and adequately 


representedrelates to the qualifications and positions 
of the plaintiffs in relation to other employees sought 
to be represented. As is evident from the pleadings, 


the representative plaintiffs in this case are representative . 


© 


of the various minority employees of- the defendants and 
therefore are ideal class representatives. \ 
| 32. There is no basis for the applicability of 28 
U.S.C. $1359 to chis case. This statute meen to ctevetien- 
artificial creation of diversity of steiceuents among the = 
parties to invoke the diversity jurisdiction of the federal 
courts. This case is not maintained on the basis of : 
diversity jurisdiction but oi the basis of j” ‘sdiction - ie 
pursuant to the Constitution, Title VII and hz U.S.C. §§1981 
el : | 
29. Plaintiffs wiit be submitting to the court the 

stipulation of the parties to voluntarily discontinue: 

this law suit as to plaintiff Michelle Cournoyer, pursuant. 


to Rule 41(a). Plaintiff Cournoyer is one of the plaintiffs 


who signed a written charge of discrimination and filed 


that written charge with the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. The Commission investigated her allegations 


and found "reasonable cause” to believe discrimination 
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has occurred and is occurring. The Commission issued her 

a Right to Sue Notice, a copy of which is attached to the - 
complaint herein. Plaintiff Cournoyer along with the other 
plaintiffs authorized me to initiate this law suit after 
receipt of the Right to Sue Notice. However, Siice the law 
suit has deen filed, she has been employed by defendant 


2 position of res onsibility. Plaintiff 
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Cournoyer has informed me, at this time, she does not 


wish to pursue the claims and has therefore authorized 


the voluntary discontinuance of the action as to her 
claims. 
34. I am in constant contact with each plaintiff herein 
and will keep the court and counsel for the defendants 
advised of any further applications by any plaintiff with” 
respect to pursuing these claims. Plaintiffs should not 


be required to execute any sort of special permission or” a ae, 


authorization forms to pursue this law suit. Such a 
suggestion is directly contrary to the :letter and spirit | 
of Title VII. : 


35. Finally, there ‘is no defense ssas:susgested. py the 2 
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defendants, that the plaumbites have aided or abetted 
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discrimination against themselves or have consented: to 
discrimiuation against themselves. The fact that some 
of the plaintiffs remained employed by the defendants ine 


no way indicates their consent to or acceptance of the 


| 
| 
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discrimination precticed. All the plaintiffs, as noted above, 
have timely Objected to the employment checesuenaeaon. 


Nor does the assertion by the deferdants that some plaintifys 


have not taken certain examinations constitute a defense. 


Plaintiffs allege that defendants engage . in a policy, 
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practice, custom and usage of fallive to post job openings. 
Thus, in many instances, plaintiffs had no knowledge of openings 
Furthermore, plaintiffs allege a pattern, practice; custos 

and usage of the defendants provisionally appointing whites 

to jobs so that white employees would obtain on-the-job ; 


training and therefore have advantage over other applicants) 


* 
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in the ordinévy civil service examination process. Plaintiffs, 
therefore, were excluded from effective consideration for a 


positions long before examinations, if announced, were 


. announced. 


36. Plaintiffs! motion to compel discovery should be | 
granted. Defendants' undocumented ussertion that the dtacovery 
requests are broad, general, irrelevant, voluminous and act 
harassing are not proper objections nor is there any basis 
in fact for those assertions. i 

37. All the materials sought by the First 
Se wiesoaccwens and Notice to Produce pet On are as a _ 
matter of law. Case law is settled that in an employment . 


discrimination case, whether that complaint be described as ae 
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a "individual complaint" or a "class" complaint, the plaintiffs 


are entitled to documentary and ghettheanes evidence to 

show the general employment picture and to demonstrate thie 
employment patterns, practices, customs and usages of 

the enployer. In demonstrating the employment scene, a 
plaintiff is entitted_not only to information from 1965 

to date, as plaintiffs request herein, but plaintiffs ai 
entitled to information prior to 1965, the effective date 

of Title VII since past diserimination is releyant to showing © 
the impact and effect of present discrimination. There is 
no basis, therefore, for defendants’ request that they he 
relieved of producing materials prior to 1972. Plaintiffs 
could in fact have requested more information than that 
presentiy sought. Plaintiffs underscore that the Notice to 
Produce and the First Interrogatories embody initial requests 


only end they in no way should be construed as representing : 


g 


the production to which plaintiffs might be ultimately entitled.}. 
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38. Not only are plaintiffs entitled te ail of the . 
information requested pursuant to the well established 
case law applying Title VII but Plaintiffs are entitled to 
that information because it falls within the ambit of 
sinpotonubic information under Rule 26... IG is information, : 
not privileged, which is relevant to the Subject matter 
involved in the pending action or it is information which 
appears neasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 
of admissable evidence. me ees 2 


39. As to the specific requests of plaintiffs' notice i 


‘to produce, item 1] requesting the personnel records of the ate 


named plaintiffs and a list of ocher individuals is relevant 
to the comparison of plaintiffs’ employment to these of. oe 
other employess « This data is the essential data used in ie 
employment discrimination cases to establish equal pay ‘claims. 
There is no basis for the defendants to assert that the sf 

infcrmation is personal or confidential. , Case law is clear 
in establishing that where personnel records are relevant, 

they must be produced. ; 

40. Items 2-8 of plaintiffs' Notice to Produce 
require the production of the defendants' affirmative action . 
plan or plans or other specified documents relating to the 
plans and the monitoring of the plans by government agencies. 
These documents are public documents and would need to be 
produced on request by any interested member of the public: 
The documents are relevant to the determination of the , 


complete zmployment picture of the defendants and will 


demonstrate the under-utilization of women and minorities 
by defendants..- 
41. Items 9-12, 15, 37%, 73-81, 85-86, 88-89 
require the production of documents containing comparative 
data on other employees of the Monroe County. Department — 
of Social Services which is directly relevant to the deter- <- 
mination of the claims of the denial of eqns t enploymeny : 
opportunities, including, © but net limited ve the denial 
of equal pay, equal HeEene equal promotion, equal transfer, ” 
equal classification, and other terms and benefits of mabere 
ment. wae Sala = ret 
42, Items 13, 16-21, 23-28 require tne ceeaneetun oe a 
of documents relevant to show the particular discriminatory 
employment PTSER LESS and policies, how these practices. and 


policies may have changed, how these practices and 


policies affect the plaintiffs herein:and how the defendants 


plan to change these practices and policies. 

43. Item 14 requires the production of the. document 
or documents constituting the written tests for positions in the 
Monroe County Department of Social Services. These documents arb 
directly relevant to the establishment of the claims that these 
tests are discriminatory on their face and in application and 
are not validated as required hy law. i ae : 

hh, Item 22 requires the production of documents Andicatin. 
other complaints of employment discrimination against defendants. 
Plaintiffs have elleged that the discrimination practiced against 
them is lixewise practiced against other persons. These ! 
documents 2re directly relevant to the allegation of pattern 


and practice of discriminavion. 
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45. Items 29-30, 34-35 requiring documents relating - F 


to the employment picture of defendant Monroe County. are 


relevant to the determination of plaintiffs’ claim of 


discriminatory employment practices of defendant Monroe. 


. County. These documents will demonstrate the under- 


utilization of minorities and are directly relevant to 
show the pattern and practice of employment discrimination. 

46. Item 3] requiring the production of gocumente a8 
constituting correspondence between the Monroe County > : 
Department of Social Services and the Monroe County. Department 
of Social Services Minority Recruitment Committee, is relevant 2 
to determine what aebion. if any, defendant Monroe County . 
Department of Social Services, is oe with regard to - 
their discriminatory employment pact ieee: oe : 

: K7. Items 32-33, 36 ‘requring product Jon of the ee 
organizational chart of Monroe County Department of Social 5 
Services, the job evaluation study of the Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, and writings relating to 
the applications of certain named individuals for employment ~ 
with the Monroe County Department of Social Services. a : 
are directly related to the claims of the Pa that 
defendent Monroe County Department of Social Services maintains 
discriminatory employment procedures inéluding, but not 
limited to, a denial of equal pay, equal hiring. cue’ 
promotion, equal transfer, equal classification and other 

terms and benefits of employment. 

3 requires the production of writings relating 


y an employee of the Monroe County Department 


wno would tals with news media relative to discrimination 
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Commission would put their jobs in jeopardy. These ecuneeey 
are directly related to plaintiffs' claim that plaintiffs 
are treated in a discrininatory manner with regard to their 
employment situation and when attempts are made by them to 
correct the situation, retaliation is threatened by the Monroe. 
County Department of Social Services. - is : 
AO. «Items 39-46 require the production of documents | -* 
relating to the particular claim of discrimination by tevin a 
A. Gill. These documents are directly relevant. to at s 
individual claims sisal the defendants deny equal employment ees 
opportunities to pinintiire. These documents must be jeeduend 
50. Items 47-48, 50-58 require the production of documents 
relating to the particular claims of discrimination by Robert 
M. Zteglar. These documents are directly ulsraidoaies to the on 
individual chats that defendants deny Bacal employment. . 
ane oneay to plaintiffs. These documents must tie produced. : 
51. Items 59, 65-71-31 which require the production of 
documents pertaining to the overall evaluation of an individual 
as a potential employee or as a continued employee, are directly 
relevant to the determination whether the criteria used by = : 
defendants including the evaluation techniques, use of epacaet is S, 
educational secu iremen tc and other indices of employment potential 
are discriminatory practices for hiring, promotion, transfer, 
salary increases, and other employment benefits. 
52. Item 61 which requires the production of documents 
relating to the New Careers Program of Monroe County is dieeiet 
individual claims by certain named puplevees of 


County Department of Social Services who were employed | 


ti thet prosram. 


53. Items 62 and 72 which require the ovemieeton of 273 
documents. relating to provisional appointments are directly 
relevant to plaintiffs! allegation that the defendants 
discriminate against the plaintiffs and other minority 
employees by maintaining a discriminatory Helicy, pweckica, 
custom and usage of excluding minorities. from employment 
opportunities by making provisional appointments of whites | 
without requiring those whites to take the competitive oe 

examinations. a 

54. Items 63 and 82 which require the poemace ie of. 
documents pertaining to merit increases and annual aalary Se 
inereases are directly relevant to the claim of. plaintitrs 
that. defendants maintain a discriminatory practice and. poltey | 
in salary and other terms and cgnbibtons ef employment.” : 

55. Items 64, 83-84, 87, 90 which require the : 
production of documents relating to cat Lingual positions, 
educational leave of absence, leave ef absences, and 


geographical assignmenss are directly relevant -to show the 


defendants, and to the determination of how these employment 


practices have been used in a discriminatory manner when 


‘applied to plaintiffs. 


content of these employment practices and policies of the : ee 


56. In summary, all of the documents requested in 
plaintiffs' Notice to Produce are relevant to the issues 
in this case and must be produced. For these reasons plaintiffs 
respectfully request that their Motion to Compel Discovery he 


granted. 


Hed 


57. All the information vequested by plaintiffs’. First 


Interrozatories are relevant as a matter of law in an 


employment discrimination case. Pursuant to FRCP 26(b)(1) 
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all matter not privileged which is releyant to the subject ji 
matter of the suit is discoverable. This applies equally | 
to interrogatories as to a demand for the production of 
documents. ) is 
58. Defendants raise only the general question of burden 
and itrrelevancy, but make no specific objections to any : 
specific request in plaintiffs! First Thberrdeatortce. | FRCP 33. 
provides that each interrogatory shall be answered separately . 
and fully in writing unless it is objected to. This rule 
requires therefore, that any objection must be made és thn : ; 
specific interrogatory. A general objection that interrogatoried : 


are burdensome, general, or broad is insufficient. 


59. As to the specific requests of plaintiffs! First 


Interrogatories, Interrogatory 1-11, 54-56, 58-59 are relevant 


to the determination of the complete emp loyment picture and : 
its recent heobeay | Past employment practices and policies 
are directly relevant to the present employment poli:ies and 
practices. Plaintiffs are ent itled to information as to 
statistical evidence of the patterns, and practices of 
defendants which illustrate the general employment scene, 

60. Interrogatories 12 through 19 are directly relevant 
to determining the practices and procedures used by defendants . 
in processing applicants for jobs. 

61. Interrogatories 20-26, 63 request information 
necessary to determine the criteria used by defendants in 
povential and present employees which is directly 
relevant to plaintiffs' claims of discrimination in hiring, 


Promotion, transfer, and other employment practices of defendants. 
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.62:. Interrogatories 27-30 which request information 7 
concerning the examinations are directly relevant to 


plaintiffs’ claims shat the examinations used by defendants 


are invalid and discriminatory on their face and as applied 


to plaintiffs and other minorities. 

63. Interrogatories 31, 32 and 57 are directly relevant be Seer 
to plaintiffs' claim of the denial of equal opporutnities 
to aatn on-the-job. experience and. other =e programs - 


64.. Interrogatories 33 and 34 cali for statistical Anfor- 


mation on applicants, hires, and promotions which wiiake G6 oe ae 


general employment situation of defendants. This information a be 
is always relevant to a pattern and practice employment ~:~ 
discrimination suit. oe Ent 


65. Interrogatories 35 and 26 request information 


hig 


on policies concerning seniority which are directly relevant oe 


oe 
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to allegations that the seniority system as applied has a 
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discriminatory impact on plaintiffs. 

66. Interrogatories 37 and 38 request information. 
concerning the methods of informing individuals of job 
openings. This information is directly relevant to the: 
allegation tnat ccnp maine maintain. a word-of-mouth 
recruitment igeten and other discriminatory recuriting Warnes 
which act to the advantage of whites and to the disadvantage. 
of blacks and other minorities. 

67. Interrozgatories 39 and 40 seek information esto 
those employees wno have requested promotion and/or transfer. 
This informetion is directly relevant to the allegations 7 


s maintain a discriminatory policy and practice 
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68. Interrogatories 41-44 request ‘tnformation 
concerning salary and merit increases. This information 
is directly relevant to the allegation by plaintiffs that 
defendants maintain discriminatory .policies and oonetdows 
in regard tq pay, salary ranges, merit increases, and other — 
benefits of employment. 7 
69. Interrogatories 45-47 request. information and 


statistics relating to the number of black and Spanish 


“surnamed Americans employed ‘tn various Job categories. _ anise ae 


statistical evidence and information is: directly relevant 
to establishing a pattern and practice-of discrimination A 
in employment. . te ee 
70. Interrogatories 48, 4g and 53 request 

information concerning other complaints or petitions of 
employment discrimination against scohiuiasaaieincuane Plaintiffs 
allege that discrimination practiced against: them is Likewise 
practiced by defendants against other Hineke oud nidioekb ten. | 
These documents, therefore, are directly relevant to this - 
allegation of a pattern and practice of discrunination: 

| 71. Interrogatories 50-52 request information “‘eoncerning. 
any review by.the United States government of défendante’ 
employment practices. Entities which contract with the : 
United States government in excess of $50,000 are required 
to maintain affirmative action programs. This information 
is directly relevant to demonstrate the uidercutiiieation 
of women end minorities and is directly relevant to show 


and practice of employment discrimination by 


Interrogatories 60-62 requesting information on 


employee benefits are directly relevant to plaintiffs’ 

claim that defendants discriminate against the plaintiffs | 

and other minority employees by denying them employee benefits . 
which accrue to those employees in the career-oriented jobs 7 
which are given. ta white employees. 

73. interrogatories 64 and 65 paquast. tarcnthon- 
concerning provisional appointments of employees. were 
information is directly relevant to plaintiffs! meer ‘that | 
defendants use the a a shia of Proven tees appointments rea 
order to hire whites without their ‘being required to take the 
competitive examination, which works to the advantage of ‘ine = 
whites and to the disadvantage of the blacks and minorities". 

74. Interrogatories 67-70 which request information le 
concerning the granting of wdusat tonal leaves and the 
assignment of employees to work with particular clientele 
are directly relevant to the plaintiffs' allegation that 
defend. cts deny plaintiffs equal employment benefits and 


equal opportunity to pursue career-oriented jobs vihen the 


education, skill and professional competency of .the weirs ys 


employees equals or exceeds that of the white employees. 
75. Defendants suggest that they have previousl 

furnished some informacion to the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission. Further defendants suggest 

that they are being required to produce information for 

some of the plaintiffs in matters pending before the 

New York State Division of Human Rights. The fact that 

the defendants are being required to produce documents in 

other proceedings does not relieve them of the obligation 

to produce documents in this proceeding 1 have indicated 
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in all circumstances, I Will cooperate with them in 
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expediting Production of these documents. If @ document 


has already been Produced in another matter and I have 


copy of that document, I do not want to another copy of tha 


ae 


document. ~ 


76;\. In Summary, plaintiffs! Motion to Compel Discovery ef 


Should be granted and the defendants should be ordered to 


wh 


answer all of plaintiffs' First Interrogatories. Further, 

defendants should be ordered to appear for depositions | j ei 

duly noticed..- The Federal Rules provide that a Party may . oy 

take the deposition of any person. I have notice the as 

depositions of defendants and/or or agents Or employees of 7 

the defendants with knowledge of defendants" employment 

piebtAwdn: There can be no reason why these persons should 

not appear for depositions. : ; 7 
TT For the reasons Stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully | 

request that their motions herein be Granted in all respects 

and that the defendants’ motions herein be denied in al 

respects. Plaintiffs further request that the court grant 

them costs, disbursements and attorney's fees for this motion 


and grant such other and further relief as to the court may 
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seem just and proper. 
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BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
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: . Case No. YBU4—-167 - 
tated ts real a Ona Rl: “ "Charge Nos.: See Below”: 
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Irvin A. Gill, et ali. 
169 Earl Street - - 
Rochester, New York 
TBU4—-0056° ee 


. 


ices ‘County Departnent of 
Social Services 

112 Westf2il. Road 

' Rochester, New York 14620 
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Monrose ee civil Service pone tno 
_and Office.of Fersouel and Human 

. Resources” . 

- County Office Building (Room a 

39 Mein Street West 

Rochester, Naw Yor’ 14614 
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Under the eustietke vested in me by Section 29 CFR. igo. 298 (a). o£ ye 
Commission's Procedural Regulations (September 27, 1972), I issue, on 
‘behalf of the Comission, the following sah argv luagad as to the oaeten 
gi the = charge. ei . a 


Srciondocis are agencies of the County of Monroe, av employer within « .- 
the meaning of Section 701(b) of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of. -- 
1964, as anended. The timeliness, deferral and all other jurisdictional 
requirements have been net. Charging Parties have filed verified com- 
plaints with the New York State Division of Human Rights and the matter 
is currently under investigation. 

t rs 
(1) — 


Tna reczininzg Charsing Parties are listed at the conclusion of 
this deternization Mee: 


. 
- 


Charging Parties allege “ Respondent County Department of Social Ser-~ 
vices has engaged in and continues to engage in unlawful employment -- 
practices in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended by the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, by discrininating - 
against. Negroes and Spanish-surnaned Americans because of their race and 
national origin, respectively, with respect to hiring, job assignments, 
promotional opportusities: and other terms and conditicas of — ec 
heceie 2g > Party No. 2 further 

. Commission has violated and continue s to violate Title VII, as anended., 
‘by failing to prevert/or correct the unlavivl employment practices attri 
buted to eo — of Social Services. : 


es 
ie 


. Charsing ‘Parties are one Spa anish-surnaed American, 
. twenty-eight Negra employees. of —— = Departmant of Sociel - 
, | en They allege thats = : “ 
-there is a low mimber of minority. people iired by our agency, : 
“.especizily above the caseworker aide level... There.is a lack, . 
**or Job upgreding internally: (Minorities) rarely, If ever. 
-. “each a level. beyond that of Supervisor. Thus minority points ~ 
| view are omitted from: administrative consideration. o 
A reviow- of Bespondeat No. I's cecoehe indicates that as ‘of ‘the payed 
perio’ ending January 20, 1974, it employed 828 persons, of whom 100 
-. (12%) were Negroes and 12 (1.52) were Spanish-surnamed hastinass 
According to 1971 State Labor Department statistics, the wost recent 
‘stacistics availeble, Respondent No. 1 Is located in en area with a. 
vie -- NesS? Pop ulation and 2 hed ‘Spanish-surnamed American population. - 2 


Te ae Wer peraite the vse of statistical evidence to tater the ‘existence > 
of 2 pattern or practice of discrimi:-tion in employment. On the basis 
o£ both the foregoing statistical data and the other evidence of record, 
it appears that no pattern or practice of discrimination. exists with : 
respect to Respondent No. ay s general hiring practices. _ - 


While this may be true whe en Respondent's overall. hiring figures are ~~ 
“considered, further analysis of the evidence of record reveals consider~ - 
bhla glenardey ¢ in the treatment of Negroes once in Respondent's s employ. .. 


_—_—_ 
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ina No. 2 has named the County Civil Ser- 
pondent, that agency has a direct involva— 
personnel decisions thet affect the other 
Moreover, the charges raise similar issues, 
t fgg Mager to consolidate the charges - : 
ts for deternination herein. 
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i ; In this respect, Respondent No. 1"s records show that its lowest ley : 
& - Supervisory positions are equivalent to Casewort: Supervisor -(Grade 15) °* =. 


in the Service Division and Supervising Examiner (Grade 13) in the - 
Certification Division. Respondent's records further show thet there 

@#re thirty-two positions in the "officials and administrators” category -... 
"e ; which are classified at Salary Gradé 16 or above.’ An attached chart - : 
Shows the title, grade, annual Salary range and race of current tithe. i. 
holder for each position above Grade 15. ar sho) ate ‘ 


{oe 4) bes, while Negroes and Spanish-surnaned Americans represent 14% of cn © 
*Respondent’s workforce, they account for’ only 3% of the. department's -=: 
ae '* upper-level managerial and adoinistrative Personnel ei 
~ . se . 4 . Sie Bo) gil arent tee vet 
. ian ange . arin, a a pas : . 


% “"e s+ It is not necessary here:to decide whether the’ above-cited statistical a 
. @vidence pertaining to tHe almost total absence of minorities.from -:..°: 


v. ° | positions of adninistretiva responsibility showld be regarded as con—~ 7! 
“a iy clusively: showing 2 violation of Title VIT or whether they establish a --- 


prima fecié case. It is sufficient to find that the pattern of racial‘. 

ciscrizination dapicted by these Statistics has not- Been rebutted. byt. 

: cial Services to” 32s. 

.° hire or prarote quzlifisd ninorities into other’ than -its lowest-level_':: 
| Supervisory positions. ~ : i ah ae : 
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The inference of discrimination to be drawn. from these Statistics is. -: 
Supported by ean exenination of Respondent No. 1's recent prom tion - 
-. policies and practices. a ee eee oo ee 
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Thus, Réspondert's recorés show that with the exception of the ‘Director . ea 
ef Social Services, Deputy Director of Social Services end Deputy . + ft ess: 


Director, Human Relations, who are directly appointed to theix titles. ae 


by the County Manzger,. permanent appointments to titles .2bove -Grade 15. Saas 
. are required by State Civil Service law to be made fron eligibility -.-. ase 
a lists established as a result of competitive examinations prescribed 


. B and adainistered by either the State or County Civil Service Commission. 


_ In order to be elisible to take such an exanination, applicants must tn 


ebih reall cases possess ninimm educational end experiential qualifications, ur 

Until an exentpation can be prepared and scheduled and a certified list -. .-- 

“. of elisible caréidates compiled, Respondent No. 1's Director Of Soelal |. "3 

% _ Services has the authority to nominate an individual to serve on-an °2°-.. - 

“i yecting. or provisional basis without being required to first take qa ~. me 

; written competitive exerinetion. Civil Service Law states that a pro— --°* +2. - 

visiozal appointment mzy not exceed nine months before an CNamiretion 9 el. 

. .is held. It is to be here noted thut serving in a provisional Repacteg +). 

$.) has ii. tany cases permitted the appointee to obtain all or @-portion g@ 6 |... : 

the exseciexc ecessary to be eligible to later take the competitive . ..:->- 
exaninztion t b 


2 used as the basis for a permanent appojntment.:- .- 
: qc 
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é A review of the evidence reveals that the power to nominate provisional 
i »\ Eppointees has been used to benefit the Department's Caucasian i ng 
>. i * exclusively with the result that members of minority groups have bee 
Ager if effectively denied promational opportucities. Thus, both the Scie aah ; 
: | Director of Social Services and his predecessor have nominated oniy Cau— _ 
casians to serve provisionally in positions above Grede 15,.despite the -- 
fact that there are Negroes in the Department who are: equally or ——— ; 
seen then sog2 Caucasians who have Been nominated . iS z. 
ks ; ooo A ees ee 
ooyh ithe The evidence of ne further Eee that the Director of Social Sern 
vin* Vices in _noninating provi 'stonal appointees considers an applicant’ s - a 
"adasity to ) perfor orm the work or to be trained. for such work within a -..?: 
reasonable period ox tine and “experience in a related field’. We Find -*-. 
thet such standards are anbiguous end have Been ignored in the case of--. 
some Caucasian provisional 2t appointees. We think it reasonable to ) con. 
clude thar the Director is is guided d only ly by his subjective evaluation. af 
eS Spplicant’s quelieications. Such ap procedure is a ready mechapisn 
KOT Ciscricinatzon. Indeed it has bee en the Commission's nee that’ 
| persons of ome race dependent on: the decisive recomendations of - ; ; 
Orzictals of other ie reces cannot expect equal consideration, ‘and 1 opportunity. 
‘We find that to be 2 tha = Stteation Bece. ee as 
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‘The evidence of record further discloses. that prior to the Tatas: ace. 


° 


AP of 1973, ‘Raspondant- -Deparmant G£ Social Services cid rot. post .or other— ie 
@ '. wise gene rally ecnounce those vacancies Which were to Be filled by prom-. 
pet "2 :Estonal appointments. Tre conclusion is inescapable’ that only those . 

‘ t\ ia ik individuals adjudged” qualified Tee., Caucasians, were eres of such - 


eects * Rs : . ‘e. aS. ig . ie eae | Bee Pane 


Title wir requires that recruitment activity, whether formal; ox ‘dnfortal. 
be sd designed 2s not to exclude members of a particular race or.” yartonay © 
orisin. © Here, t the effect of the Department's word of mouth reeruit tine - = 
hes been to linit knowledge of available vacancies to ‘potential Caucasian 
epolicants, thus liniting the promotionel opportuni ties of Negroes and - 
Speanish-surmaned Americans. ae ae ae 
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On the basis of the = ‘ore going evidence of record, we conclude thee e a 
-reasonable cause exists to believe thet Respondent No. 1 is ‘engaging in *-% & 
*tnLlawiul exployzent practi cas, as alleged. -: : : eo te 


° es - 
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t this time a determination on the issue of 
feving civil service examinations in- the 
verse disproportionate impact on the euploy- 
nisn-surmamed Americans. : 
+ 


With respect to the allegations against Recuondent Civil Seewies Comis— Z 
& sion, that agency is required by State law ta: . : 
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1. prepare and conduct 2 conpetitive examination in sufficient 
time to prevent a provisional appointmant from continuing ie 


iis _” for 2 pericd in excess of nine months and to © : ata 


a % . - be es i as 


: ee deternine, by means ef: a non-competitive examination, whether 
; ee nominee for 2 ‘provisional as ear seedy is meant é > 
. . e < "a * 
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The evidence of record reveals that Gaucacheae previsdoasi.> appointed - 
to titles above-Grade 15 in the ‘Department of Social Services have. been 
persitted to serve.in such capacity for as long as, three Tene before 
‘ : en “eligibility dist was, es sea eg ae Sa te 


ac ae a 4 oe H. ak 
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fe ryt reviewing ‘the ‘Gualieie cations of the appointees. Indeel, in s 
savatel’cases, it has approved such appointments even thorgn the once - 
did mot meet the geatlificati toas for their ‘xespective positions at the -:-\ \ 
time of zppointment. Theasavch as Respondent Civil Service Commission has. $: 
failed to oppose or correct the employment practices which we hers.findg.- iF 
to be unlasivl, we conclude that Respondent No. 2 itself is in: violation. at 
of Section "703(e), or the fcr. Ce - ee 7.£ 
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_Eeving pees thet there ig reasonable . e2use _to te. the charge’ 4 
- “is true, . the Comissior row invites the. parties €o Jota with 3& in a. 7 
collective efforts toserd a just resolution of this metter. A “NOTICE *-- 
Oz CONCIETATION PROCESS” is enclosed for your information. A xepre~ 
‘Sentative of this office will Be in contact with each cae’ in the near’ 


- £uture to begin the conciliation process. .  . wee ae 
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On behalf of the Connie sso 
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Enclosure: (1) : ee 
Notice of Conciliation Process ; eee ee 
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ec: Katherine Harris gene 
400 Willington Avenue 
Rochester, New York 14619 


‘TBU4—00566 
' Charging Party No. 2 
Set isa oe 
Robert M. Zieglah 7. .tiss 
Sostetinere Avenue 72 ert 


Rocksster, New York 14619" 
TBU4—-0545 
Charging Party No. 3 
: Woe fee no es 
Marie E. Fitzhugh  .-/% 
187 Mennard Drive : 
Rochester, Nev York 14616 
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Md fiers Cazpt bell ‘ aye 

- 255 Lyndixest Street ~ ~ 

Rochester, New York -14605 
-TBU4~0074 AN hil 
Charging Party No. 5 


\ 


‘Annie Bicks Fog empearlee a 
- 49 Winterset Drive © 
. Rochester, New York 14625 
: TBUS-0051 . . 
-Charging Perty No. 6 
Inez Pege oe s 
40 Strath=oore Circle 
Rochester, New York 
TBU4—-0060 
“Charging tea ty No. 7 
Linda Gaffney -. 
4084 West Henrietta Boed: : 
Rochester, New York . 
TBus—0057 
Charsing Party No. 8 


Ravelle Floyd ee 
69 Drexmoze Rozd 
hasrer, New York 14510 


‘Rochester, New York . ears 
-. TBU4—-0064 si Reg 
‘Charging Party No. a 8s 


‘. 147 Clearview Drive 


"12 Bobrich Drive, Apt.. “gs 3 : 

Rochester, New York 14610" : 

- TBU4-0077 = wedin oH 
charging Party No. EL *. 


‘TBU4-0069 : 
‘Charging Party No. Et 


Harriet Acaalnes. } a Cs 


Evelyn Fairwell =. 
3 Fight Square 
Rochester, New York 24608 * 
TsU4—0N058 ; meee OF 
Charging Party No. ‘10 


Salena Mathews a ee 


383 Champlain Street - 


Carolyn V. mvtoe Z ae 5 


Pittsford, New York . 14534 
TBU4—0072 nits - 


Alice V. eae eas ar 


tone pn hereont- ; 
295 Melrose Street 
Rochester, New Yorke 14629 | 


579 Norton Street —~ a 
Rochester, New York | 44621. 
Charging Farey te. 35 
George H. Holmes — - “a * 
12) Thomas Strect-. 7" = 
Rochester, New fei pean 


TBU4—-0487 Soe 
Charging renee No. 16 ta 


Enoch Mswisen 

173 Lewis Street 
Rochester, New York A605 
TBUS—-0489 2 
Charging Party No. ea 
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cc: Ruby Blackwell a nie . Luther Robinson 
106 Cuba Place ° } 


Roch New York 14605 oe 
Rochester, New York e "/+ Rochester How York ‘4 
TBU4—0456 |. Wauanage 608 
Chargirg Party No. 18 . ° aye Charging Party x os 


“+ Dorothy Dobson’. * ‘ ie Wo OG es See Een: 
180 Adams Street - ~ an A 12 Clifton Streak ° ie 


Rochester, Hee pins 
2 -TBU4—0060- os 
“Charging Pexty Roe “ig | 


EL * Rochester, New braarg asos 
a aes TBUS-0488" * 7 Oa 


-‘Michale bcleace - a 7 ae ne el 


9 School Lane . -- ee ots Wee ee are Winbourne Roza ** ees 
Pittsford, New York ices lane nee Rochester, New. York ¢ GE 


TBUS-0067. St nf mre page’. 
| Charging —— Na. 20 ee , 


—s Lee oh Seis 


.850 Jefierson -Avenva--: Lee 
Rochastar, -New Yor 1 a 


. TB04-0975 ok ti tek 

“ Charging Party Ro. ee 2k at 
ek! le Be ‘ : : 2e a - 

Batty Jo Trevis a ee Dol lores it pe . 

32 Edith Street. Sc ee eet 2:30 Blue. Avocado -Lane: ; 

: Rochester, ls ae ‘Rochester, New York i623 
Se out ae ee ee «Wel, 

i Gascine Perty No. 22 -. a Fela te che ' Charging Perty: No. 30° o 


Dorothy Lathan’ a ae! aes Velma Williens. ee oe 
‘49 Vella Street ye vec WES Aberdeen Srvcet i . 
: Rochester, .New York i ee a tes. pe 


= 
we 
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oe Yo. Ser ac ee = No: "Sty 
Se ee igs hl 
Inez Charles. - Fie ee at A 
2 Trafalsar Street ei 
Rochaster, New York 14519 ane 
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/ 
Dorethes Diszs 
245 Kent Street 
Rochester, New York 14608 
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"$12, 948-16, 666 
Supervisor of Claims and ‘Accousto - re edhe ae 3 air } a j o " a he, 13,962=18,010 


Certification Supervisor , 13,962-18,018. ~ 


* 
a 
- 


Adminiotrative Caseworker . - ee : 2 ve ; oe . oe oe is * ig ae 13, 962-18 ,018 
Coordinator of Staff ace " ( oe : ae 4 ce ee me oe " 13,962418,018 
Vianning and Research Coordinator oo . ae i : ce ce A e se [ 43,962-10,028 
Manager of Systema and Administration: isi): mae a ee .*. 15,158-19,500 
Soclal havi Counsel oo Dos e . oD: ee ve es ae . : 15 ,158-19, 500 
Certification Gua : = aE ee a Le << 2 2) 7, 698—22. 516 
Casework Coordinator te : ee ‘ ae : ns uy oe i 17, 498-22,516 
Chicf Social Services Counsel ee i a a “ ‘ oy eo 18,720-24,102 


Deputy Director of ppetet Services Adminietra : al : ie 
tion : ee e : : ee a ae ; per oe 18, 720-24 ,102 


se 


Deputy Director-Iuman Relations * sneeae ool a i ba ae ' ie 17,498-22,516 
Deputy Director-Social Serviceo ee eo os - ay a 20,002-26,078 
Director Gf Social Becvices, ul ee a ae ae 28, 549-35,698 


Total 


- 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby. certify that I have served the foregoing 


Notice of Cross-Motion and Motion to Compel Discovery; - 


Opposition to Defendants' Motions to Dismiss and Affirmation a 


in Support of Cross-Motion and Motion to Compel Discovery; 


Opposition to Defendants' Motions to Dismiss by serving. 


copies on attorneys for the defendants by delivering a o 8 


copy to the offices of Joseph C. Pilato; Assistant Monroe ~~. °-’: 


County iieiianik. County Office Building, Main ‘Street, 
Rochester, New York and hy mailing a copy to Charles a 


Pinch, Esq., Chief Social Services Counsel, Monroe County 


Department of Social Services, 111 Westfall Road, ‘Rochester, 


New York 14620 this 23rd day of January, 1976. 


Emme yn Togan= “Baldwin | 
Attorney f Plaintiffs a 
Offiee ara’ P.o, Address: 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 © 


UNITED STATES Ol strict COUT 
FOR THE WESTFRN DISTRICT OF NEW VORK 


cena te ih nse s utente senate 


IRVIN GILL, ROSERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE 
HARRIS, MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, 
INEZ PAGE, DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, 
INEZ CHARLES, EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, 
GEORGE HOLNES, ENOCH MORRISON, RUBY 
BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE SAILES, BETTY JO 
TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER ROBINSON, 
ELAODIA FUENTES, VELMA WILLIAMS, DOLORES 
ALLEN, VIVIAN STLAS, BEATRICE HILL, SALENA 
MATTHEWS, ANNTE HICKS, HARRIET WEATHERS, 
LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE RUTHERFORD, DORETHA 
DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES MeDONALD, DAISY MAY 
BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, LUZ MARTINEZ, 
HARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, SADIE JOHNSON, 
dndividually and on behal{ of all other 
persons similarly situated, 
REPLY 
PLaintif<s, INDEX NO, 
CIV, = 75 - 520 
evseq- 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTHENT OF SOCIAL 

SERVICES, JAHES REED, Dinecton of Nonnoe 

County Department of Social Services, HONROE 
COUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OFFICE OF 

CIVIL SERVICE AND PERSONNEL OF MONROE 

COUNTY, FRED LAPPLE, Executive Dinecton, 

Office of Civil Service and Personnel of Honzoe 
County, GABRIEL RUSSO, Dinector of Human 
Resources of Honrzoe County and MONROE 

COUNTY, 


Defendants. 
pera seen eee Ue cee eee en on ae 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF MONROE ) SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER j 


FRANK P, CELONA, being duly sworn, deposes and Says? 


ls That he 48 an attoaney and counselor at Lat 
dufy Licensed to practice in the State o§ 


New: York and admitted to practice before the 


4. 


| oe 


United States Ddistnict © unt for the Western District 


of New York, 


4 


That he £8 currently employed by the Monroe County Depant- 
ment of Soctal Services as an attorney and is currently 
aepresenting tne Honroe County Department Of Sockal seavices — 
and James Reed, Dinector, in the above-entitfled action, 

That he makes this affidavit by way of neply to the 
plaintiff's cross-motion, etc. dated January 27, 1976, 


and recedved by Honnoe County Department Of Social Seavices 


on January 26, 1976, at 12:00 p.m, 


That Ma, Changes G, Finch, Esq., on behalé of the 
defendants, Monroe County Department of Soctak Services 
and its Dinecton, James Reed, did Serve upon Plaintiffs, 
an Answer, Affinmative Defense, Counterclaim and Motion 
to Dismiss in the time required by the Federak Rules 

of Civil Procedure, 

That attonney Joseph C, Pilato, on or about December sc, 
1975, déd notify Wn, Chartes G, Finch of the contents of 
the Letter he rzeceived from the Honorable Harold Burke 


concerning the time and procedure fon making a motion 


to dismiss, Pursuant to Judge Burke's instnuctions, your 


deponent did draft and submit ina timely fashion the 


present motion to dismiss, 


That due to defendant's timeky filing of 


responsive pleadings and to thein timely 


filing of the present motion to dismiss, 


pursuant to Judge Burke's instructions, said 


motion i8 property before the court. 


That, contrary to Hrs, Logan-Baldwin's 
assertions, the Honrzoe County Department of 
Social Services Joes not have full contno 

of the selection process for the advancement. 
of its empLoyees since Lt 48 bound, in most 
dnétances, by the nesults of examinations 
develoned, administered and evaluated by the 
Kew York State Civil Service Commission which 


4s not a panty to this action, 


That this 46 not a proper clasds action since 
there ane not common questions of Law among 
the plaintiffs and further that, contrary to 
Mas. Logan-Baldwin's assertions, there 48 a 
problem with having a white person ads one of 
the named plaintiffs. In theinx complaint 
plainzifgs bpecifsicaley state that the class 
4h representing “minority persons" sokely. 
Tf al2 of these named plaintiffs are to be 
considered to be truly nepresentative of all 


persons simiLanty situated, 4.0. minority persons, 


— 


then obviousty a white pearson cannot be a named 
platatiff. The fact that Hrs. Logan-Baldwin has 
used t0 white persons as named pidinti(js indicates 


the "“shot-qua” nature of this action. 


That, as to the motion for a pigeiebive oaden, At 

ds a proper objection that the plaintiff's dzscoverny 
requests ane baoad, general, dnneLevant, and voluminous. 
Rule 26(c) of the FedenaZ Rules of Civil Procedure 


speckgicatly states that the court, where the action 


4s pending, way make an order whieh fustice rcquires 


to protect a party fron "annoyance, enbarnassmendt, 
oppression on undue burden o& expense osc” Cheanly — 
plaintiff's discevery motions ane 40 massive and 40 — 
general that it would be difficult, Lf not imposslb£e, 

for defendant, Honroe County Department of Socdal Services, 
Zo even determing dk wmeh of what 45 asked (or actuatey 
exists in a forn which coudd be dnielLligentiy 

_eonsidercd and evaluated, Pefendant Honace County 
Vepantuent of Social Senaviees vould, of course, have no 
obfection te snowdng the named plaintiffs thelr oun 


personnel files, nowevenr. 


That much of what 8 asked for is, as stated previously, 
not in the contao£ of defendant Monnzce County Vepant~- 
nent of Social Seavices, Specifiaally, these ane demands 
coneckning testing done by tae hew York State Civil 
Service Commission, which 445 not a vanity to the present 


action. 


That, in sum, (t would take defendant, Monroe 
County Department of Social eiibtiens ee ee 
cost, to determine the veay existence of mich 
of the material demanded and many months more, 
at greater expense, to compile available data, 
CLeanty, these discovery motions, dn theta 
present form, are burdensome and oppressive - 
and would put an undue burden and expense 

upon the defendant, Monroe County Department 


of Social Services. 


That in Light of these massive requests the 


deponent asks the court fo 4ssue a protective 


“onder denying all discovery pending the counts 
decision concerning defendant's motion to dismsss 


ao that the status quo may be mainiained. 


Deponent further requests that Honrxoe County 
Department of Social Services be nxeserved the 
night to request a further protective onder of 
ale discovery motions pending decisions of this 


court on defendant's motion Lo dismiss, 


WHEREFORE, your deponenzt once again asks 
the court to grant the nelies nequested in defendant's 
motion to dismiss and for a protective onden denying all 


discovery motions. 


Defendants further request that the court grant them 
costs, disbursements, and attorney's fees for tha 
motion and grant such other and further nelies as the 


court may deem just and proper. 


Goll? nn 


Sworn to before me 


this £ day of 


February, 1976, 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, et af, 
Plaintiffs, 
“Use 
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 


HONROE COUNTY DEPARTHVEAT OF 
SOCIAL SERVICES, JAHES REED, et ak, 


Defendants, 


STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF MONROE 
CITY OF ROCHESTER 

Gary Abelson, bedna duly swoan deposes and says thats 
Deponent 48 not a party of this action and is oven eighteen 
years of age and resides at Rochester, New York, 

On Febauary 6, 1976, at 510 Powers Building and 
307 County Office Building, Rochester, New York, youn deponent 
Served the within Notice of Motion upon Emmelyn-Logan Baldwin, E44, 
for the plaintiffs and upon Joseph C. Péiluto, Esq. fon the 
defendants, by delivering a taue copy thernecs to them personally, 


Deponent knew the attorneys so-served to be the sume 


persons as designated by them as attorneys of record fon the 


plainti‘és and defendants, 


Sugan fo before me 


this (. day of February, 1976, 


fee eS ee ae 
Commtsetoner of veeds 


ee 


Riedestemavete ten ne ee ed 
oF Ont one me OO. ae me ee 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


—_—_ 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 

MARIE FITZHUGH, CARLES CAMPBELL, INEX PAGE, 

DOROTHY DOBSON, PAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ CHARLES, 

EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, GEORGE HOLMES, 

ENOCH MORRISON, RUBY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE 

SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, 

LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA WIL- 

LIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, BEATRICE 

HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, HARRIET 

WEATHERS, LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE RUTHERFORD, 

DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES MCDONALD, DAISY 

MAY BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, LUZ MARTIZEN, 

MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, SADIE JOHNSON, 
individually and on behalf of ail other per- ae 
sons Similarly situated, , REPLY 


Plaintiffs, 
Index No, 
vs. ~ CIV~75-~520 


| MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

i JAMES REED, Director of Monroe County Depart 
, ment of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY CIVIL, 

i SERVICE COMMISSION OFFICE OF CIVIL SERVICE & 
PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED LAPPLE,. 
Executive Director, Office of Civil Service 
and Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL RUSSO, 
Director of Human Resources of Monroe County 
and MONROE COUNTY, 


Defendants. 
aS va enact Re Se 


STATE OF NEW YORK) 
COUNTY OF MONROE ) SS. 
CITY OF ROCHESTER) 


As a em ee eRe i oO aS BO enhe atin os tm me 


JOSEPH C. PILATO, being <luly- sworn deposes and Says: 
1. That your deponent is an attorney duly admitted 
to practice before the United States pistrict Court for the 
Western District of New york and that he is currently employed 


of Counsel to the Monroe County Attorney's Office, William 3. 


- 


- oe 


Stevens, Monroe County Attorney, legal representative for the 


ca oe ee ae 


Monroe County Civil Service Commission, Office of Civil Service 


= 


and Personnel of Monroe County, Fred Lapple, Gabriel Russo, and 


ee = eee 


Monroe County defendants in the above entitled case. 
2. That he makes this affidavit by way of reply to the 


papers purporting to be a cross motion, etc, dated January 23, 


Ton nee Cat eame ane eecemene 


1976, and received by your deponent on January 26,-1976. 
3. That your deponent on behalf of the defendants 


did serve under one heading an Answer, Affirmative Defense, 


swan were et one eae 


tence EN SOO AE OF te St ee et te Oe Pe Nat Ot OO Cet a AP eee eo OR OT wm wenaennme ete: mee * 


Counterclaim and Motion to Dismiss which pleadings were acknow- 


ledged by the plaintiff as having been received on December a. 


same time, the purposes of which document was not only to comply 
with the federal "one motion xule” but in the interest of time 
should the court fail to grant the motion to dismiss protect the 


rights of the defendants by way of asserting the answer and 


DiS Stemes nas os anne eS See SLED: ROTA Fae te SOT Oe eee EOE Oe Ne Oe: 


respective pleadings to the complaint in the above entitled 
case. 


4. That your deponent received on or about January 5, 


1976, a culing from the Hon. Harold Burke that as to that portion ! 


, Of the pleadings labeled "motion to dismiss" such motion was de- 


1975 and a copy of said pleadings served upon this court at the 
t 
| 
q 
i 


AO a ON ee I 
Lak eke 2 = eeeten oe Rees NA A AE NEw Re NR NE SP te PITRE ORE 


fective as to form and pursuant to the instructions of said ruling! 


your deponent did redraft and resubmit the current motions to 


Ra oe Peo eR S 


dismiss before this court. All such pleadings were, in fact, 


. timely and indeed any delay in submitting same was occasioned by 


’ the practical problems of securing either affidavits or direct 


contact with one of the named plaintiffs herein. 

5. That your deponent in order to avoid the appear— 
ance of inappropriate or improper conduct did contact Mrs. 
Baldwin to appraise. her of his iptenbions and waited until he 
was contacted by one Ronald Pilittere, Esq., an attorney who 
stated that he jepreumeue Ms. Michell Cournoyer an@ after all 
such conducts your deponent then contacted Ms. Cournoyer directly! 
who stated that she did not wish to be a party pinnae de the | 
above entitled aetion, had never seen the allegations attributed 
te her in the extant and had signed no authorization for the 
coi encunent of this action in her name. She further stated. 
that although inteuenbbte to the goals of the improvement of 
racial relations and the avoidance of aieceiaiagtenn she nevex 
intended or ia claniiaciaha to any court action whereby she would tom 
mand or receive any monies arising out of her activities. Your 
deponent was thus forced to delay an immediate eeealaniaidias of the 
motion to dismiss so that he might base his motion upon this 
direct knowledge xather than information and belief. 

6. That your deponent knows that even if the conten- 
tions of Mrs. Baldwin is to timeliness of rule 12(a) and (b) of 
the Federal Rules of Procedure were accurate the defendants 
still could move pursuant to the exceptions stated in 12(h) of 
the Federal Rules of Procedure also rule 5S6(a), summary judg— 

: ment, and such other motions as to this court may deem appropriate. 


7. That since there is a very serious question as to 


; 
| 
| 
| 
| 
: 
| 


who are the proper parties in this proceeding in addition to ali 


of the valid grounds for dismissal which your deponent: has raised} 


299 
by timely motion, the objections noted in the purported cross 
motion are as a matter of law improper and of no legal effect. 
It is, however, significant that Mrs. Baldwin should seek in 
her affirmation that the “pleadings are to be liberally con- 
strued” and beecuabins = nontechnical approach to the plaintiffs 


pleadings (and in fact the pleadings were not received by your 


deponent until the day of the motion which in itself is untimely)} 


and yet opposing Counsel seeks ie hardest instruction and most 
technical objections possible to the defendant's pleadings who 
unlike the Plaintiff did not have months to prepare a case but 
a mere 20 days to respond. The federal rule ies of course, to 
seek substance over form and in view of the substantial problems 
with the plaintiffs case at least in part admitted by their 
pleadings it would seem better not only for the defendant but 


also for the plaintiffs interest to dismiss this action and seek 


such proper legal remedies for such proper parties as is appro~ 


priate. 

8. That as to the erroneous conclusions ateached to 
your deponent's earlier: affidavit already before this court, 
the facts are that your deponent is not the legal xepresentative 
of the Monroe County Department of Social Services nor a eiiaces: 
man for same and the basis for deponent's statistics and state~ 
ment is the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission's determina-— 
tion already before this court which was dated June 27, 1974, 
and which clearly shows silicic sera Ait i in hiring and a mere 
statistical basis for the proper conclusions of discrimination 


in promotion. 


$0: Oe Some SF EE ROL EEE Fee R EL OR He SR AR ETON: - 9 Maem eERDE 8 MPREREE AR ee yCNR A fi 


i 
; 9. That as to the allegations contained in paragraph 
| 17 of the purported cross motion before this court the concilia- 
| tion process was unilaterally objected to by Mrs. ae as 
counsel for the plaintiffs (see annexed letter made a part of 
thie pleading). Any inference that the respondents refused to 

| attempt conciliation or resolve any problem concerning employ- 

i ment peageiken be they real or highly imaginary and false is 
simply not true. Your deponent does not know the reasons for the 


refusal of conciliation and the refusal of the plaintiffs to 


we 


cooperate in the resolution of any problem they may have but 
beEwes that their actions are merely an attempt to get greater 
monetary compensation and counsel fees. 

10. That as to the representation of harassment by 


{ 
means of discovery devices one need only examine the myriad and 


repetitive demands arbritrarily made without any necessity therefor. 


Your deponent has personally attempted in the interest of saving 
time and expense to retrieve the various files and information 
already gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 


and the Justice Department which in the various notice of right 


to sue filed with plaintiffs complaint and already before this | 


court, dated October 10, 1975, which allows the attorney for the | | 


plaintiffs the right to inspect such files and material but your 


t 

t 

4 

deponent has received no such response. Jn addition ycur depon- | 
ent was already under an order of the Honorable Wilmer Patlow in 
the state division case by plaintiffs Zieglar, Fitzhugh and Gill 
to provide essentially the same type of information requested in 


these various discover roceedings. If one accepts the plain- 
Pp 


tiffs contention of necessity to this discovery one must draw 
the logical conclusion that the various allegations in the com- 
plaint are groundless and not based on facts known to the plain- 
tiffs. | 
ii. That as to the inference that any agency of the - 
j United States has made a material judgment as to the charges 
levied by the plaintiffs ones attention is drawn to the —— 
{| paragraph of the aforesaid notice to sue which disclaims any 


such inference. 


WHEREFORE, your deponent again requests the relief 


| requested in the motions before the court and for such other 
| and proper relief as to this court may seem just and proper. 
J@SEPH C. PILATO 


Sworn to before me this 


Shc day of February, 1976 


he eine 4 


-* . . 
* ~e 
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY _OMMISSION 
1} WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 ~ 5170 


July 15, 1975 


LaMarr J. Jackson 

Affirmative Action Coordinator 
County of Monroe 
209 County Office Building 

39 Main Street West 

Rochester, NY 


Rez: Ixvin Gill, etal. vs. Monroe County Department 
of Social Services & Monroe County Civil 
Service Commission 
Charge No. TBU 0056 


Dear Ms. Jacksons’ 


Following the Last conciliation conference on May 30, 1975 with the 
Respondents, discussions have been held with the Charging Parties’ 
attorney, Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin of Rochester, New York. 


The attorney has advised the Commission that the Conciliation Pxro- 
posal is unacceptable and has requested the Rignt-to-Sue Notice 
from the United States Department of Justice. 


Eventhough it is no longer possible to conciliate the individual 
issues, the Commission can proceed with the class issues which cover 
the recruitment, hiring, promotion, training and affirmative action, 
as proposed. Please advise me as to the position of the Respondents 
and the Monroe County Manager, Lucien Morin, in continuing concilia~< 
tion to resolve these issues, 


Very truly yours, 


Pir hs lords 


Erna S. Clark 
Conci istor 


@ 


United States District Court. 
WESTERN DistrRicr oF NEw YorK 


Rochester 


CHAMBERS OF December 30, 1975 


HZ ROLD P. BURKE 
DISTRICT JUDGE 


Joseph C. Pilato 

Deputy County Attorney 

307 County Office Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: Irvin Gill et al vs. Monroe County Department 
of Social Services. Civil 75-520 


Dear Sir: 


This will acknowledge your letter of December 16 
enclosing under one cover, Answer, Affirmative Defense, 
Counter Claim and Motion to Dismiss. In your letter you 
say. "I would appreciate your scheduling a date for the 
motion to dismiss." I do not consider the form of your 
motion as a motion at all. It is incorporated in the 
demand for relief in your affirmative defenses. 


If you wish to move to dismiss the action 
you should do so on a regular motion on notice to the 
plaintiffs. The regular motion dates are the second 
and fourth Mondays of each month. 


Very ie — 


id 
mate 6. NSE 


U. S. District JuaAge 


Senne onan eae ae NS a OS a 


— 


ee eniapeqenaergimeprtametoentpaaatemey-agepmnard 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


* 


IRVIN GILL, et al 
Plaintiffs 


nics AFFIDAVIT 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 


SOCIAL SERVICES, et al Civ. 75-520 


Defendants 


me ome Me Me Me oe me oe ee oe 


i STATE OF NEW YORK ) 


COUNTY OF MONROE ) SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER ) 


~~ 


Irvin Gill and Dorothy Dobson, being duly sworn 


according to law, depose and say: 


a We are plaintiffs in the above-noted action. We - 


‘ Submit this affidavit in support of our cross-motion and motion — 


i to compel discovery and our opposition to defendants' motions to 


' dismiss dated January 23, 1976. 


2, Both of us have had and continue to have access © 


! to information on the employment of minorities by the Department 


of Social Services and the placement of those minorities in jobs 


‘with the Department of Social Services. This information has 


; been made available to each of us in connection with our employ- 


’ ment and our efforts to have the defendants herein voluntarily 


. ehange their discriminatory policies, practices, customs and 


~ 


usages in connection with the hiring of minorities, 

vi Ss) We have aren the affidavits of the defendants °°” 
' submitted in support of their motion to dismiss and teva weet: 
i particular, the allegations of the defendants that they ‘do not 
discriminate because they do employ presently a certain percent 
of minorities. On the basis of our knowledge of employment of | : 
minorities in the Department of Soctal Services and on the basis 
of our familiarity with statistical information. on. that employ- : 
ment, we take issue directly with the statistics submitted by ae 


the defendants. : 


4, ~The percent of minorities deta in Monroe County 


is approximately 12 percent rather than the approximately eight 

; percent iia aa by the defendants. Further, defendants! figure 

lor 14. 7 percent. minorities employed in the Department of Social 

i Services is a contrived figure. That figure includes numerous oe 

j non-permanent employees, students or summer help. We know, for 

i example, that in the County of Monroe employment ‘for this past 
year, that there have been fifty-nine blacks and seven Spanish _ 

| eeeienaa employees who have left employment. 

5. Further, and more importantly, even if it were 
"arguable that Monroe County is employing minorities in some ~ 

' fashion in relation to their population in the area, our claims 

of discrimination are still well-taken. However much the 

; defendants Say they are trying to hire minorities or however much 


i they have in fact succeeded in hiring some minorities, minorities 


306 


| still, asa class, are dented the better.paying, supe 
| Sees” Black employees ise lamest held sie palin Jobs,. para— : 
| professional jobs or manuai jobs. There are no blacks dieoyed 
| Weatebeder’ te the highest paid job categories. One of the basis 7 
who now holds a fairly good job apparently will soon lose’ that i 
| job because the federal monies which were Pata that job might 
not be available in the future. 
a .-We know that William Carreo, deputy director of | 
sAgtaisioutien of the Department of Social Services, has stated 
in writing that he considers positive efforts by the Department eS 
of Social Services to give minorities opportunities in the igher- 


paying jobs to be “discrimination in reverse." 


— 
- 


T* . Bad issues as to discrimination by the defendants. 
‘are in dispute including for example discriminatory hiring 
| practices, discriminatory job classification :systems and pay 
‘scales, discriminatory promotion practices, discriminatory 
| administration of training programs, discriminatory transfer 
olicies, discriminatory allocation of titles, use of invalidated 
ests and other invalidated appointment criteria and the 
iscriminatory use of provisional appointments to advance ee 


aes of white employees over that of black employees. 


IRVIN GILL 


Sworn to before me this 
bruary 1978. 


EMMEL, . -UseN-Balee® 
WOTARY HU4LT. State of ML 1. Menee. To 
RDS He hoes are SO. 33) ,. 


Sworn to before me this 
6th day of February 1976. 


f 


yee 


LY Loe ‘JR 
EMMELYN LOGAN. GaLOwiy 


ROTARY PUBLIC State of N. Y., Monrca Co. 
Commission Expires March 3 193, } 


{ 


. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on February 6, 1976, I 


i Served the foregoing Affidavit on the defendants by my causing 


a copy of same to be delivered to attorneys for the defendants, 
Joseph Pilato, Esquire, County Office Building, Rochester, New. 


; York, and Charles Finch, Esquire, 111 Westfall Road, Rochester, 


! New York. O pS : 
‘ ; 4 
Op ma mre: as 


ee Ba Ey, —. 
IME, LOGAN=BA 
Attorney for P yea 
510 Powers Brlding 
Rochester, New York 14614 


oss 


| February 6, 1976 
Rochester, New York 


2 eo eo a nce ee ee ene ee 


ee) Oe we ee OS ee POF mtn se wee we: aw eet meme .e 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
_’ FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK . 


IRVIN GILL, Individually and on behalf 
of other persons similarly situated, 

et al, ee ee 
AFFIRMATION te 

Plaintiffs, ae ¥ 


-Vs- 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES; et al, 


i Te 


Defendants. 


STATE OF NEW YORK | oe 
COUNTY OF MONROE : fe ee 
CITY OF ROCHESTER SS: + ae 


e * 


Michele Cournoyer, being duly oe law, 
deposes and says: ae a ate 
Le, & reside at 9 School Lane, Pittsford, New York. e 
. er affidavit in support of my application herein ae 
to be voluntarily discontinued as a plaintiff in this tawsuit. |S 
2. Along with other plaintiffs in this Levee 
complained of the employment discrimination at the Poem en ae 


to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. The Commission : 


ae 


conducted an investigation of the charges and found reasonable 


cause to:believe that the defendants had discriminated 


because of race. The Commission sent me a copy of that 


determination as well as information on procedures it would 


—en 


take by way of conciliating the charges. 


8. Bfforts of the Commission to resolve the complaints |... 
by conciliat fon did not succeed. The United States Department: _ 
of Justice then issued Right to Sue’ Notices to me and to other -- 


persons who had complained to the Commission. 


is ie 


ie. Bhewt ly after the receipt. of the Right to Sue Notice, 


Susan Shaffer, an attorney practicing with Emmelyn Logen-Baldwin, 


attorney for me and other persons who had complained to the 
Commission, talked ‘wheh ‘me about receipt of the Right to Sue = 
Notice and the siete: of the lawsuit in’ federal court ‘within is 


the time period allowed. She wevtewed my employment: situation?” 


and claims of discrimination with me. [I ‘Indicated to ee that Pos — 


she should proceed with including me with other persons who we. 
waurd be plaintiffs in this laws att, 3 , he 

5. Since the sslaiib or this lawsuit, i have concluded, 
that for personal reasons, I choose not to proceed whth oe 
Litigat: iny claims I might have at this time. a a 50. a 
indicated this to my attorney, Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, who. . 
I understand,. has asked the court that this lawsuit Al 
discontinued as to. me voluntarily sada Geuwdaie ler a ere 

I also indicated this information to Mr. Pilato, a 

i attorney for Monroe County, when he asked'me. Mr. Pilato is : 
; mistaken when he suggests that I said that I ned not had vontant 
' with Mrs. Logan-Baldwin's office and authorized my participation 
: in this lawsuit. I simply told him, as I haye already indicated, 


% that since the lawsuit has started I have, for personal reasons, 


& 


- 


decided not to proceed further at this time. [J request, 


therefore, that the court voluntarily discontinue this action 


las to me and that the court do so without imposing costs. 


ih : 
MICHELE COURNOYER 


- 


Sworn to before me this 
D. due oe Harel A076... 


ALTHEA BIVIANO 
ROTARY PUBLIC, Sizte cf N. ¥., Wayne County 
Ko. $9-5329750 
Commission Espiras Hach 30, 19,7 & 


oe: 


USITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 
MARIE fITSHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ PAGE, 
DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ CRARLSS, 
EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE SEALY, GRORGS ROLMES, 
ESOCH MORRISON, RUSY BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEZ 
SAILES, BETTY JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, 
LUTHER ROBINSON, ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA 
WILLIAMS, DOLORES ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, 
BEATRICE HILL, SALENA MATHEWS, ANNIE HICKS, 
BARRIET WEATHERS, LINOA GAFFNEY, GRACE 
RUTHERFORD, DORETHA DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES 
McDONALD, DAISY MAS BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, 
LUZ MARTINEZ, MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, 
SADIB JOBNSOH, individually and on behalf of 
all other pergzons similarly situated, 


Plaintiffs 


- VS « CIVIL 75-526 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SCCYAL SERVICES, 
JAHES REED, Director of Monroe County 
Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL OP MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, GABRIEL 
RUSSO, Director of Human Resources of Monroe 
County and HMONROZ COUNTY, 


Defendants 


Eemelyn Logan=-Baldwin 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, N.Y. 14614 
Attoruey for plaintiffs 


Charles G. Finch 

lll Westfall Road 

Rochester, Hew York 146206 

Attorney for Monroe County Department of Social 
Services. and James Reed as Director 

{frank Celona, of counsel) 


William J. Stevens 

307 County Cffice Building 

Rochester, N.Y. 14614 

Attorney for Monroe County Civil Service Commission, 

Office of Civil Service & Personnel of Monroe County, 

Fred Lapole, Gabriel Russo and Monroe County 

(Joseph G. Pilato, of counsel) 

The defendants Monroe County Department of Social 
Services and James Reed as Director, by notice of motion with 
supporting papers, filed January 19, 1976, moved to dismiss 
the action. 

The defenéanta Monroe County Civil Service 
Commission, Office of Civil Service and Personnel of Monroe 


County, Fred Lapple, Gabriel Russo and Monroe County, by 


motion with supperting papers filed January 26, 1976, moved 


to dismiss the action. 

The motions came on for argument on January 26, 1976 
and February 9, 1976 and were submitted for decision on written 
memoranda on March 8, 1976. On due consideration it is hereby 

ORDERED that the aceind is dismissed on the Selanne 
grounds: Failure to state a cause of action, plaintifés' lack 
of standing to bring this suit, the action is barred by the 
statute of limitations, and the New York State Department of 
Social Services and the New York State Civil Service Commission 


an@ their respective directors are indispensable defendants. 


oo 


wpe oN A 


Cos pond: PS BURKE. 
United States District Judge 


April af » 1976. 
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


IRVIN GILL, et al. 


=“Vs- Civ- 75-520 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES, et al. 


JUDGMENT 
SIR: Take notice of an QBPER, of which the within is a copy 


duly granted in the within entitled action on the 22nd day of 


April, 1976 ; and entered in the Office of the Clerk 


of the United States District Court, Western District of New 


York, on the _99nq day of hori], 1976 ‘ 


Dated: Buffalo, New York 


April 22, 1976 


JOHN K. ADAMS, Clerk 
U.S. District Court 
U.S. Courthouse 
Buffalo, New York 14202 


TO: Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, Atty= 
Attorney for Plaintiff 


Charles G. Finch, Esq. 


TOE William J. Stevens, Esq. . 
Attorney for Defendant 


FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 77(d) 


IUDGMENT ON DECISION BY THE COURT 


CIV 32 (7-63) 


United States District. Court 
a THE 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK. 
CIVIL ACTION FILE No. 75~520 
IRVIR GILL, et ai. 
vs. JUDGMENT 


MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
et al. 


oe This action came on for XX (hearing) before the Court, Honorable Harold 7. ee 
, United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly tHe 
(heard) and a decision having been duly rendered, 

It is Ordered and Adjudged that the action is dismissed on the following 
grounds: Failure to state a cause of action, plaintiffs’ lack of 
standing to bring this suit, the action is barred by the statute of 
limitations, and the New York State Department of Social Services 


and the New York State Civil Service Commission and their respective 


directors are indispensable defendants. 


- 


Dated at Buffalo, New York , this 22nd 


of April 5 ATO 


TOHN K. ADAMS 


OE 5. A ns 
Clerk of Court 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


NG 


IRVIN GILL, ROBERT ZIEGLAR, KATHERINE HARRIS, 


MARIE FITZHUGH, CHARLES CAMPBELL, INEZ 
PAGE , DOROTHY DOBSON, RAVELLA FLOYD, INEZ 
CHARLES, EVELYN FAIRWELL, ALICE ZEALY, 
GEORGE HOLMES , ENOUCH MORRISON, RUBY | 
BLACKWELL, ROSIE LEE SAILES, BETTY 

JO TRAVIS, DOROTHY LATHAM, LUTHER ROBINSON, 
ELADIA FUENTES, VELMA WILLIAMS, DOLORES 
ALLEN, VIVIAN SILAS, BEATRICE HILL, SALENA 
MATHEWS , ANNIE HICKS, HARRIET WEATHERS , 
LINDA GAFFNEY, GRACE RUTHERFORD, DORETHA 
DIGGS, STELLA HOLMES McDONALD, DAISY MAE 
BANKS, MICHELLE COURNOYER, LUZ MARTINEZ, 
MARIE WARE, ALBERTA FERGUSON, SADIE 
JOHNSON, individually and on behalf of ail 
other persons similarly situated, 


Plaintiffs 
-vVs- ‘a 
MONROE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
JAMES REED, Director of Monrge County 


Department of Social Services, MONROE COUNTY _ 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, OFFICE OF CIVIL 
SERVICE & PERSONNEL OF MONROE COUNTY, FRED 
LAPPLE, Executive Director, Office of Civil 
Service & Personnel of Monroe County, 
GABRIEL RUSSO, Director of Human Resources 
of Monroe County and MONROE COUNTY, 


Defendants. 


I 


_® 


_®. 


* 


b 


¥ 


¥ 


NOTICE OF 
APPEAL 


Civil 
75-520 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that plaintiffs Irvin Gill, Robert 


Zieglar, Katherine Harris, Marie Fitzhugh, Charles Campbell, 


Inez Page, Dorothy Dobson, Ravella Floyd, Inez Charles, 


Evelyn Fairwell, Alice Zealy, George Holmes, 


Ruby Bleckwell, Rosie Lee Sailes, Betty Jo Travis, 


Latham, Luther Robinson, Eladia Fuentes, Velma Williams, 


Enoch Morrison, 


Dorothy 


Dolores Allen, Vivian Silas, Beatrice Hill, Salena Mathews, 


Annie Hicks, Harriet Weathers, Linda Gaffney, Grace 


Rutherford, Doretha Diggs, Stella Holmes McDonald, Daisy 


Mae Banks, Luz Martinez, Marie Ware, Alberta Ferguson, 
Sadie Johnson appeal to the Second Circuit Court of Appeals 
from the Order and Decision of the Honorable Harold P. Burke 
dated April 21, 1976 and entered April 22, 1976 dismissing 
plaintiffs' complaint as to all causes of action and as to 
all defendants. Plaintiffs herein noted appeal on the law 
and facts and from each and every part of. said — and 
Decision. 

Emmelyn pogan- Baldwin 

Attorney; for Plaint iffs 

Office and P.O. Addfess: 

510 Powers Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 

Telephone: 232-2292 


Rochester, New York 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the foregoing Joint Appendix 
[ was served on the defendants-appellees by my causing a copy 
' thereof to be mailed to attorneys for defendants-appellees, 
| Joseph C. Pilato, Esq., Deputy County Attorney, Monroe County 
| Office Building, Rochester, New York 14614 and Frank P. Celona, 


| Esq., Social Services Counsel, Monroe County Department 


i of Social Services, 111 Westfall Road, Rochester, New York 14620, 


| this 19th day of July, 1976. 


510 Powers Buildtig 
Rochester, New York 1461! 
Telephone: 716-232-2292 


‘dily 29, 2976 


